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Abstract 
 
The dissertation identifies and analyses the origins of the present crises afflicting the 
European Union. It examines the Schuman Plan Conference of 1950-51 and the European 
Coal and Steel Community that provided the blueprint for today’s supranational structure. 
The core argument - the unresolved sovereignty thesis – reveals that preconditions for future 
crises were embedded in the original institutional design.  
 
The unresolved sovereignty thesis establishes the following: 
(i) ‘Popular sovereignty’ was not a feature of Conference deliberations. The 
institutions were therefore designed without a mechanism connecting them to the 
people of Europe, creating a subsequent ‘democratic deficit’;  
(ii) The status of nation-state sovereignty was set aside during the Conference, 
resulting in new institutions that were inconsistent with sovereignty 
understandings across the member-states; 
(iii) European sovereignty was not adequately theorised during the Conference. As a 
result, the supranational institutions provoked immediate political conflict, leading 
to a subsequent ‘legitimacy gap’; and  
(iv) Creating European-level institutions without resolving questions of European and 
nation-state sovereignty was the catalyst for ‘Euroscepticism’. 
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Chronology 
 
15 – 18 April 1950  Monnet, Reuter, Hirsch and Uri draft Schuman Plan 
9 May 1950   Schuman Declaration 
20 June 1950 Schuman Plan Conference inaugural session 
18 – 20 September 1950 Monnet drafts plan for European Defence Community (EDC)  
18 April 1951   Member-states sign ECSC Treaty (Treaty of Paris) 
27 May 1952   Member-states sign EDC Treaty 
30 May 1952 Council of Europe (CoE) suggests European Political 
Community (EPC)  
23 July 1952   ECSC Treaty (Treaty of Paris) ratified 
10 September 1952  Inaugural Plenary Session of Common Assembly  
(ECSC) 
10 September 1952  ad hoc Assembly to draft EPC Treaty established 
22 June 1953  Inaugural Joint Session of ECSC Common Assembly and CoE 
Consultative Assembly 
30 August 1954  EDC ratification failure (French Assemblée) 
30 August 1954  EPC ratification failure (French Assemblée) 
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Initialling the Paris Treaty: 19th March 1951, Paris.  
 
Walter Hallstein, Head of the German delegation (seated second from left), Jean Monnet, 
Head of the French delegation (seated centre-right), and the Heads of the Italian, Belgian, 
Netherlands and Luxembourg delegations (standing in background). 
 
Source: Le Centre Virtuel de la Connaissance de l'Europe (2018). 
Copyright: Keystone, 19/03/1951 
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Introduction 
 
This dissertation seeks to identify, understand and explain the origin of the present crises 
afflicting the European Union. The research findings substantiate what is called: the 
unresolved sovereignty thesis. The thesis asserts that the preconditions for future crises were 
embedded within the European Union’s (EU) original institutional design and arrangement. It 
will be shown that the individuals responsible (known hereafter as ‘the founders’) for the 
architecture of Europe’s first supranational body (the European Coal Steel Community) held 
various ideas concerning the status of nation-state sovereignty1. These differing conceptions 
about what was and what was to become of nation-state sovereignty underpinned their 
institutional preferences. However, rather than elevate the question of sovereignty to facilitate 
a consensus understanding upon which the original institutions might have been negotiated 
and designed, the founders set-aside the sovereignty question and, instead, adopted a 
pragmatic form of institution building based upon compromise, exigency and accident. The 
unintended consequence of the failure to address the status of nation-state sovereignty was the 
creation of an institutional arrangement that caused immediate and persistent political, social 
and economic conflict and contradictions on the European continent.  
 
																																																								1	This dissertation adopts Carl Schmitt’s definition of sovereignty from his 1932 publication 
The Concept of the Political. Schmitt argued that a sovereign authority was an authority with 
the ‘power to decide upon the exception’ (2007, p. 38). The sovereign has the final word. 
Nation-state sovereignty refers to the power of the constitutionally or jurisprudentially 
legitimate national authority to make the final decision. This dissertation uses the term 
‘European sovereignty’ to describe the power of European supranational institutions, 
legitimised by treaty ratification, to make the final decision. There are instances where the 
legitimate authority of the nation-state cannot independently make the final decision 
concerning specific issues. If the European supranational authority makes the final decision 
concerning said issues, the status of nation-state sovereignty has thus been re-negotiated by 
European sovereignty. 
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This dissertation is centred on a period of European history that has received precious little 
attention. Indeed, this is the only long-form academic work to date predicated upon 
understanding the cause and effect of institutional creation focusing specifically on the period 
1950-1953, and in particular the ten-month Schuman Plan Conference that produced the 1951 
Treaty of Paris. The scholarship on Europe’s first supranational body - the European Coal and 
Steel Community (ECSC) established by the Paris Treaty - is sparse. This paucity ought to 
strike the reader as unusual considering the ECSC provided the institutional blueprint for the 
EU (Piodi 2007; Novak 2018; Salm 2017). There are only two contemporary books dedicated 
to researching this period. The first is Gillingham’s (1991) Coal, Steel, And The Rebirth Of 
Europe, 1945-1955; a rigorous study of primary material that argues the motivation behind 
integration was a desire to solve the ‘Ruhr Problem,’ i.e. control of Europe’s economic base. 
The second is Krumrey’s (2018) The Symbolic Politics Of European Integration: a 
sociological examination of the ECSC’s symbolic representation that argues European 
integration can be understood as a ‘performative act of statecraft.’ What distinguishes this 
dissertation is its exploration of the effect that specific institutions, their competencies and the 
arrangement of the ECSC had upon the subsequent history of European integration.  
 
It is enigmatic, yet unacceptable that the formative period of European integration and the 
birth of the European Union remained for so long under-studied. Consider, by contrast, the 
scholarship devoted to the birth of the United States of America. A cursory inquiry reveals 
110 books and journal articles dedicated to the U.S. Constitutional Convention but only 19 on 
the Schuman Plan Conference2. Google Scholar returns 688 results for “U.S. Constitutional 
																																																								
2 University of Sydney online library CrossSearch of books and journal articles containing 
“U.S. Constitutional Convention” and “Schuman Plan Conference” in the abstract, title or 
summary. 
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Convention” but only 61 results for “Schuman Plan Conference”3. This dissertation thus 
addresses a significant historical and analytical gap in political science literature.  
 
Several key research questions guide the analysis:  
1. How and why did Europe develop institutions that were (and continue to be) uniquely 
supranational?  
2. How and why did the ECSC come to possess its particular arrangement and 
institutions?  
3. Why were the institutions given their specific competencies? 
4. What social, political and economic effect did the way these specific institutions were 
empowered and arranged have upon the subsequent history of European integration? 
The final question is especially pertinent in light of the present crises of the EU. 
 
All examinations of EU crisis contain some degree of institutional analysis. Since, at its most 
basic, the EU is a mélange of institutions, regardless of how the crisis is characterised appeals 
to institutional causes necessarily arise. Offe (2015) identifies the failure of the EU with 
‘institutional insufficiency’ and a ‘distorted principal-agent relationship.’ Offe’s political-
economic analysis argues that the lack of fiscal capacity diminishes the democratic legitimacy 
of the EU, generating numerous social, political and economic dysfunctions. Grimm (2015; 
1995) asserts a ‘gap of legitimacy’ exists between the institutions of the EU and its 
constituents. Grimm argues the European Court of Justice (ECJ) has been the driving force of 
integration through a process of ‘treaty constitutionalisation.’ In the final analysis, Grimm 
condemns the European Commission (EC) and ECJ as ‘uncoupled’ from democratic 
processes. Streeck (2014; 2016) maintains that the EU’s institutions have over time amplified 
																																																								
3 As at 6th October 2018. 
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the commodifying tendencies of globalisation to strip sovereignty away from member-states. 
Streeck’s ‘consolidation state’ thesis suggests that under the auspices of the European Central 
Bank (ECB) member-states become “less like sovereigns and more like firms: instead of 
overriding markets, they are to be responsive to them” (Streeck 2016, p. 141-42). Varoufakis 
(2016; 2017; Varoufakis et al. 2013) argues that the present political-economic crisis is the 
result of an unworkable single currency and an ECB without authority. Varoufakis (2017) 
claims the crisis was exacerbated by policy failure resulting from European elites that found 
themselves ‘prisoners of institutional inertia.’ Zielonka (1998) has long argued that the EU is 
the victim of an institutional policy ‘paralysis,’ unable to act effectively. Zielonka (2006; 
2014) attributes failures in EU institutional operation to the emergence of a ‘legitimacy gap’ 
and general ‘democratic dysfunction.’ Habermas (1995; 2009; 2012) advances the claim that 
the EU generates a persistent ‘democratic deficit.’ Habermas argues that the EU’s institutions 
lack legitimacy, do not promote the ‘general will,’ and inhibit the kind of solidarity ostensibly 
associated with normative democratic theory.   
 
The following dissertation demonstrates that the preconditions for the present crises of the EU 
appeared as soon at the ECSC was established. Immediately following the inaugural session 
of the ECSC High Authority, concerns emerged that it lacked democratic legitimacy. Because 
members were not elected by popular suffrage, similar complaints were made against the 
ECSC Common Assembly. Those critiques of the ECSC’s parliamentary and executive 
branches are analogous to the contemporary charge that the EU suffers a ‘democratic deficit’.  
 
Once established, the most significant source of political conflict arose from perceptions of 
ECSC authority within member-state parliaments. In other words, supranationality, the first 
principle of the ECSC, was in and of itself a source of political conflict. Indeed, 
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understandings of supranationality were both contested and generative of considerable 
political friction at the time. Additionally, concerns surrounding the governing legitimacy and 
democratic character of the ECSC provoked immediate resistance to the project of further 
European integration. Today, this nature of critique is known as  ‘Euroscepticism’. In the 
earliest ECSC assembly debates, certain members sounded like proto-Eurosceptics. Presaging 
the rhetoric Nigel Farage would deploy sixty years later, they warned of a political project 
‘trampling’ the sovereignty of member-states underfoot (cf. CA 1952; CoE 1953). The 
unresolved sovereignty thesis asserts that because the founders of the ECSC designed an 
institutional framework without addressing the status of nation-state sovereignty the 
preconditions for future crisis became an embedded feature of the institutional architecture.  
 
When Monnet drafted the Schuman Plan at his country house in 1950, he envisioned an 
executive (the High Authority) with extensive jurisdiction not subject to the checking power 
of member-state parliaments (Monnet 1978, p. 333). However, during the Schuman Plan 
Conference the Dutch delegation, worried about a diminished role for their national 
parliament, insisted on a balancing-institution in the form of the Special Council of Ministers 
(Haas 1968, p. 269). Were it not for Dutch insistence, this institution would not have become 
a feature of the ECSC. This example demonstrates how differing conceptions of nation-state 
sovereignty influenced institutional preferences, which when combined with a tendency for 
pragmatic compromise generated actual institutional outcomes as well as unintended 
consequences.  
 
A remarkable feature of Schuman Plan Conference negotiations was the absence of any 
discussion of popular sovereignty. The founders of the ECSC did not attempt to anchor the 
legitimacy of their institutions with the sovereignty of ‘the people.’ In general, the impression 
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is that the ECSC was an elite project, the work of enlightened technocrats and statesmen. 
Furthermore, there are no references to ‘the sovereignty of the people’ or ‘popular 
sovereignty’ within the extant primary material attributed to the founders of the ECSC for the 
period 1950-51. The secondary material produced by the founders of the ECSC reflects 
similar neglect. In his Memoirs (1978), Monnet makes no mention of popular sovereignty 
when reflecting on the Schuman Plan or his time with the ECSC. Schuman (1953) omits 
popular sovereignty from his Cahiers de Bruges lectures about the ECSC. Paul Reuter’s 
(1951) jurisprudential analysis of the Treaty of Paris also says nothing of popular sovereignty.  
 
Despite a European history replete with meditations upon popular sovereignty stretching back 
to Kant (1796) and Rousseau (1762), appeals to ‘the people’ are conspicuously absent from 
Conference deliberations. Ultimately, popular sovereignty played no part in legitimising the 
founders’ sui generis supranational body. Why? One explanation is the profound fear the 
masses inspired in the post-war period. Das Volk had brought Hitler to power in 1933 while 
the Bolsheviks began creating soviets from the proletariat in 1905. Carefully distinguishing 
between ‘the people’ and ‘the mob’, Arendt nonetheless confirmed that the “success of 
totalitarian movements among the masses” shattered the idealistic illusions of “democratically 
ruled countries in general and of European nation-states and their party system in particular” 
(1973, p. 312). The sanctity of popular sovereignty was tarnished by a ‘tyranny of the 
majority’ that precipitated ‘total war’. Popper argued there was no longer any reason to look 
unquestioningly “upon the result of a democratic vote as an authoritative expression of what 
is right” (2011, p. 119). This jaundiced view of ‘the people’ meant European supranationality 
was the project of enlightened statesmen who presumed national parliaments had empowered 
them for the benefit of history, culture and civilisation. The people were invoked only in the 
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abstract. These observations help explain why a ‘democratic deficit’ emerged as the process 
of integration advanced over the next sixty years. 
 
Not only did the founders of the ECSC hold varying ideas concerning nation-state 
sovereignty, they also held competing views about the extent of integration their 
supranational body might achieve. The nature of the relationship between nation-state 
sovereignty and the new supranational institutions was never clarified. Some of the delegates 
to the Schuman Plan Conference saw the ECSC as the first phase in an extensive project of 
European political integration. Others were more inclined toward an economic association 
that would lead to a common market and shared industrial bases. Monnet was at one extreme 
with a vision for a United States of Europe derived from a constitution François de Menthon 
had prepared in 1948. Menthon’s (1948) federal constitution mandated that virtually all 
cultural, political, social, economic and security life would be under the control of European 
institutions. Robert Schuman was further along the spectrum. Schuman (1953) wanted limited 
supranational authority over specific areas of commercial, industrial and productive concern. 
Understandings about the future progress, limit and extent of supranational authority lay on a 
continuum.  
 
These competing visions for European political integration became apparent during the 
inaugural session of the ECSC’s Common Assembly. On the second day, the President of the 
Council of Ministers, Konrad Adenauer, instructed the tabling of a motion to establish an ad 
hoc Assembly charged with drafting a treaty for a European Political Community (EPC). The 
ensuing debate demonstrated there was substantial resistance to this method of achieving 
European political integration. Nevertheless, Adenauer’s motion passed, and the ad hoc 
Assembly was established. The treaty of the ad hoc Assembly closely resembled Menthon’s 
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constitution for a United States of Europe (Deschamps 2004). Despite signing the treaty the 
following year, the EPC was not to be. On 30th August 1954, the EPC failed ratification in the 
French Assemblée and thus, the first attempt at creating a United States of Europe ended. Due 
to the contentious politics surrounding the ECSC in 1954, the project was in effect stillborn. 
Shortly after the failure of the EPC, Monnet resigned from the High Authority, leaving behind 
the institutions he had so passionately inspired, created and defended (NYT 1954).  
 
Because the nature and extent of political integration was not a settled matter, the very notion 
of supranationality provoked considerable political conflict. During the 1953 inaugural joint 
assembly between the ECSC and the Council of Europe, certain members denounced Monnet 
and accused him of advancing a project bent on dominating all political life in Europe (CoE 
1953). Assembly-member Debré emerged as a proto-Eurosceptic. During a lengthy harangue, 
Debré assailed the progress of the ECSC and derided what he saw as its exercise of “non-
existent European sovereignty” (Debré in CoE 1953, p. 44).  
 
This dissertation argues two dimensions of sovereignty failed to be adequately theorised, 
discussed, let alone dealt with, by the founders of the ECSC. The first was nation-state 
sovereignty. The second was a sui generis form of sovereignty this dissertation (following 
Debré) terms European sovereignty. European sovereignty is the power the founders believed 
would reside with and be wielded by the ECSC supranational institutions. As with 
understandings of nation-state sovereignty, European sovereignty had contested meaning. 
Monnet felt that European sovereignty ought to have authority over much political, social and 
economic life. Indeed, since Monnet was intent on ‘birthing’ the United States of Europe, his 
vision for European sovereignty was analogous to that implied by Menthon’s federal 
constitution (Monnet 1952g). This dissertation reveals the founders thought there was a zero-
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sum relationship between European sovereignty and nation-state sovereignty. An expansive 
view of European sovereignty necessarily implied a reduced role for nation-state sovereignty 
and vice versa. Monnet insinuated this type of relationship during a speech to the National 
Press Club in Washington, on 30th April 1952: 
 
“The institutions created by the Schuman and Pleven Plans have finally breached the 
citadel of sovereignty that for so long barred the path to a united Europe, an edifice 
that was never threatened by any of the international agreements we are familiar with” 
(Monnet 1952c)[A.T.1)4].  
 
Given that competing views about nation-state and European sovereignty prevailed during the 
period, the supranational institutions of the ECSC immediately triggered considerable 
political conflict. The founders of the ECSC underestimated the political salience of nation-
state sovereignty in their national parliaments. They also misjudged domestic appetite for a 
sui generis European sovereignty. This miscalculation was the European Union’s ‘original 
sin’: the neglect of the founders to make the relationship between nation-state sovereignty and 
the European sovereignty their new supranational institutions presupposed a central focus of 
the institutional design process. This dissertation will demonstrate that the institutions of the 
ECSC were embedded with a problématique that provoked proto-Euroscepticism, raised 
questions about the legitimacy of European-level institutions, and set the stage for what was 
later called a ‘democratic deficit.’  
Contemporary studies of European integration take supranationalism as given, as though it 
was the logical solution to prevailing problems, asking instead what drives integration or what 
motivated member-states to integrate. Gillingham (1991), Milward (1992), and Moravcsik 
																																																								
4 Author’s translation (see appendix A for original)  
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(1998) take a broadly materialist view, suggesting that economic interests motivated 
integration and the relinquishment of specific sovereign competencies by member-states. 
Haas (1968) argued that following a burst of ‘supranational inspiration,’ neofunctionalist 
semi-automatic processes drove integration. Lipgens (1982) assumed an ideational 
perspective, demonstrating that the conceptual foundations for supranationalism circulated 
within the Résistance groups and Europeanist movements of World War II.  
 
This dissertation reveals that supranationalism was neither a spark of inspiration, nor an 
institutional arrangement determined by temporal material, geopolitical, and security 
exigencies. Research shows, the desire for a supranational body on the European continent 
dated back to the early 1920s. Additionally, had the League of Nations not been such a 
spectacular failure, arguments in favour of supranationalism would have been far less 
profound after World War II. In the context of intergovernmental shortcomings, advocates 
framed supranationalism as the only plausible solution to inter-state conflict. As Paul-Henri 
Spaak explained in 1942 (a decade before he became the first President of the ECSC 
Common Assembly), “the League of Nations… deference to national sovereignty, was one of 
the principal reasons for its failure” (Lipgens 1982, p. 259).    
 
*** 
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Dissertation Structure 
 
The structure of the dissertations is as follows:  
i. The first section describes the research methodology, explains the theories of 
historical institutionalism and path dependency, and elaborates its common terms: 
supranationalism and sovereignty.  
ii. The second section covers the period before the Schuman Plan Conference, 
revealing that supranationalism, federalism and ‘uniting Europe’ were ideas that 
had been circulating on the continent since the early 1920s. This section situates 
the Schuman Plan Conference in its historico-political context and reveals the 
motivations behind establishing the ECSC.  
iii. The third section details the negotiations of the Schuman Plan Conference and 
reveals that differing conceptions of nation-state and European sovereignty 
influenced particular institutional preferences.  
iv. The fourth section covers the debates of the inaugural ECSC Common Assembly 
session, highlighting that the supranational institutions generated immediate 
political conflict. 
v. The fifth section covers the debates of the inaugural joint session of the ECSC and 
Council of Europe, revealing that the preconditions for the present crises of the EU 
were features of the institutional architecture.  
vi. The final section offers concluding remarks, prescribes a remedy to the current 
crises of the EU and suggests avenues for future research.  
 
*** 
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Methodology, Theory & Common Terms 
 
 
 
This dissertation analyses and interprets primary historical material, treaty documents and 
credible secondary sources. The primary material for the period 1950-1953 includes speeches, 
official and private correspondence, memoranda, conference notes and assembly debate 
transcripts. The author obtained documents from:  
i. The Archive of European Integration at the University of Pittsburgh 
(http://aei.pitt.edu); and  
ii. Le Centre Virtuel de la Connaissance de l'Europe at the University of 
Luxembourg (https://www.cvce.eu/en). 
Due to the lack of attention this period has received, English translations were often 
unavailable. Where relevant, the author has noted translation of French or German sources 
with [A.T.#]. The original fragments are offered in appendix A. Only secondary sources of the 
highest credibility and those containing significant primary material have been used (cf. 
Lipgens 1982; 1985; Haas 1968), as well as: reflections, memoirs and studies produced by 
delegates to the Schuman Plan Conference. 
 
This dissertation adopts the Dobson-Ziemann (2009) interpretative method for primary 
historical texts to overcome epistemological and hermeneutic challenges and elevate the 
credibility of analysis. Primary sources are examined for “key concepts and their 
connotations” (Dobson & Ziemann 2009, p. 6). Interpreting individual pronouncements as 
objective truth claims has been rejected in favour of considering them the subjective 
expressions of individuals. Indeed, the thesis developed through the observation of a mosaic 
of understanding concerning such concepts as ‘sovereignty.’ The analysis considers “binary 
distinctions”, i.e. when one concept is consistently contrasted with another (ibid p. 7). The 
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way to understand the meaning an actor intended for individual terms is to observe the way 
they related one to the other, a typical example being the relationship a speaker established 
between the terms ‘national sovereignty’ and ‘supranational authority.’ This dissertation is 
particularly focused on the ‘reality effect’ of sources and their content (ibid, p. 11). This 
practice involves associating specific institutional pronouncements during the Schuman Plan 
Conference with observable institutional development and the final text of the treaty. Findings 
derive from a holistic interpretive approach involving a hermeneutic synthesis of individual 
statements, the text of treaties and the content of debates concerning the operation of the 
ECSC. The deployment of concepts across the period is akin to a tableau vivant - a landscape 
of meaning rather than as a series of punctuated truths upon which the thesis relies.  
 
Historical institutionalism and the concept of path dependency ground this dissertation (cf. 
Collier & Collier 2002; Pierson 2004; Pierson & Skocpol 2002; Immergut 2006; Elster et al. 
1998). The dissertation cannot establish, however, the precise nature of the path dependency 
implied by the thesis due to limitations of scope. Credible path dependency claims about the 
EU would require tracing its social, political, and institutional development from 1951 to the 
present day. This dissertation more modestly establishes the ‘conditions of origin -’ a 
foundational precept of path dependency that “early stages in a sequence can place particular 
aspects of political systems onto distinct tracks” (Pierson 2004, p. 45). Indeed, Elster et al. 
assert that the “activity of governments and lawmakers when building institutional domains 
… is arguably the most demanding and most precarious step that must be performed in the 
process of transformation” (1998, p. 32). Understanding the context and ‘activity’ of the 
Schuman Plan Conference illuminates the trajectory of European integration and, as the thesis 
asserts, the origin of crises for the European Union. This claim is justified since “original 
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choices are likely to figure heavily in the current functioning of [an] institution” (Pierson & 
Skocpol 2002, p.709).  
 
The path dependency concept: ‘unintended consequences,’ is of particular relevance to the 
thesis. Collier and Collier state that the “ultimate legacy of incorporation commonly entail[s] 
outcomes quite divergent from the goals of the leaders of the original incorporation period” 
(2002, p.8). One of the unintended consequences of designing European institutions 
according to the thesis of unresolved sovereignty was that the ECSC provoked the 
phenomenon we today refer to as Euroscepticism.  
 
Supranationality 
 
This dissertation defines supranationality as did the founders of the ECSC, i.e. an authority 
above that of the nation-state. Schuman distinguished supranational institutions from 
intergovernmental institutions insofar as the former’s authority “supersedes national 
sovereignty” (Schuman 1950b) [A.T.3].  
 
A critical distinction is that between supranational and international institutions. The ill-fated 
League of Nations was an institution that weighed heavily on the minds of the founders 
during the Schuman Plan Conference. Indeed, the ECSC was designed in deliberate 
opposition to the shortcomings of that intergovernmental body. The founders sought to 
establish an authority capable of overcoming the “clash of national interests” they considered 
endemic of intergovernmentalism (Schuman 1950c). In his Memoirs, Monnet describes his 
“negative experience of international co-operation” (1978, p. 292). Monnet argues that 
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intergovernmental institutions were “incapable of decision-making” and maintains it was their 
“ineffectiveness [that] told [him] what to avoid” (ibid).  
 
Mason undertook a juridical analysis of the ECSC in 1955. Subtitled Experiment in 
Supranationalism his book compared the legal structures produced by the 1951 Paris Treaty 
with federation as an ideal type, concluding that the supranationality of the Coal and Steel 
Community should be understood as, “standing midway between ‘international’ and ‘federal’ 
organs” (Mason 1955, p. vii). Paul Reuter, a member of the French delegation to the Schuman 
Plan Conference and Monnet’s legal aide until 1951, wrote an article for the French Review 
of Political Science in 1951 in which he reflected upon the treaty he helped draft. Reuter cites 
articles: 44; 54; 58; 59; 60; 61; 65; 66; 70; 86; and 92 of the Paris Treaty as confirmation that, 
“these legal relations [were] unfolding in a system that no longer falls under international law 
but rather federal law, or, as is stated more prudently in several of the treaty’s provisions: 
supranational” (Reuter 1951, p. 259)[A.T.2]. This attitude indicates that some founders were 
distinctly federally-minded and saw the ECSC as the first phase in a greater project of 
European political integration.  
 
Sovereignty 
 
This dissertation engages with the concept of sovereignty on three fronts:  
(i) The genealogy of sovereignty, i.e. as an evolving concept of political theory;  
(ii) Contemporary understandings of sovereignty in the European Union context; and  
(iii) Sovereignty as deployed and understood by the founders of the ECSC. 
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Sovereignty is a European theory founded in kingship (Bodin 1576), later implicated in the 
project of state building (cf. Hobbes 1651: 1995) and finally conceived of as a source of 
national authority and power legitimised through the will of the people, i.e. popular 
sovereignty (cf. Rousseau 1762: 1987). At each stage in the genealogy of sovereignty the 
theory grappled with the problématique: with whom or with what does the ultimate right of 
decision rest, i.e. who or what is the ‘ultimate decider’? Initially, it was understood to reside 
in the person of the monarch, then with a state authorised by covenant and finally, with the 
people themselves (Kalmo & Skinner 2011, p. 8).  
 
This dissertation adopts Schmitt’s definition of sovereignty: ‘the power to decide upon the 
exception’. Schmitt writes in The Concept Of The Political, “…the decisive entity… is 
sovereign in the sense that the decision about the critical situation, even if it is the exception, 
must always necessarily reside there” (2007, p. 38). Since Schmitt theorised an absolute form 
of state power that justified the totalitarianism of National-Socialist Germany, this definition 
is doubly applicable to the dissertation (Schwab 2007, p. 13). National-Socialist Germany was 
the conceptual avatar for the kind of sovereignty the founders of the ECSC rejected and were 
designing institutions to overcome. By taking Schmitt’s definition, this dissertation thus 
inhabits a similar conceptual plane as that occupied by the founders of the ECSC.  
 
When engaging with sovereignty in the EU context, it is helpful to consider Krasner’s (1999) 
four dimensions of sovereignty: international legal, Westphalian, domestic, and 
interdependence. Absolute or ‘pure’ sovereignty implies that a political authority delimited 
within a particular territory is entitled to international recognition and juridical independence, 
that it can exclude external actors from structures of authority, that its political authorities 
control domestic affairs and that it can determine the terms under which capital, information, 
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materials, and people cross its borders (Krasner 1999, p. 3-4). Based on this multi-
dimensional understanding of sovereignty, a supranational institutional necessarily challenges 
any notion of ‘absolute’ or ‘pure’ sovereignty regardless of how specific or limited the 
authority these institutions demanded. Avbelj (2014) supports the claim that the EU has 
forced a re-evaluation of the concept of sovereignty suggesting that European integration has 
“significantly undermined the main classical definitional traits of sovereignty” (2014, p. 347). 
Besson defines the form of sovereignty exercised in the European Union as “cooperative 
sovereignty” where “sovereign entities overlap in their claims to sovereignty over the same 
territory and population” (2004, p. 1). Besson argues that both the member-states and the 
European Union are sovereign, but that there is an ‘overlap’ of their respective sovereignties 
in the context of certain issue areas. MacCormick (1999) popularised the term ‘post-
sovereignty’ as it relates to the European Union. He argues that since neither the European 
Union nor the member states possess absolute and unitary sovereignty “we may at last be 
witnessing … the development of a new and not-yet-well-theorised” form of sovereignty 
(1999, p. 125).  
 
Sovereignty in the EU context has contested meaning across the literature. Laible 
characterises sovereignty in Europe as ‘granted’ by member states over ‘limited’ areas of 
competency (2008, p. 24). Welle suggests that sovereignty is ‘shared’ in the sense that both 
the European Union and the member-states possess “very few exclusive competences” 
(2016). Echoing Besson’s ‘cooperative sovereignty,’ Wind characterises sovereignty in 
Europe as “different authoritative orders that overlap, compete and collaborate” (2001, p. 11), 
while Mamudu and Studlar identify “shared sovereignty within a system of multilevel 
governance” with the EU (2009, p. 92).  
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A striking feature of how the founders of the ECSC discussed the sovereignty implications of 
their supranational body is how similar these descriptions appear to the way sovereignty is 
theorised in a contemporary EU context. Five weeks into the Schuman Plan Conference, 
Robert Schuman stood in the French Assemblée and gave an account of the progress made 
thus far: 
 
“The essence of our proposal is to create a supranational authority that supersedes 
national sovereignty; a common authority for the member states, an authority that 
expresses the solidarity between these countries and in which a portion of their 
national sovereignties are merged and entrusted” (Schuman 1950b)[A.T.3]. 
 
Schuman had abandoned the essentialised absolutism of Schmittian state sovereignty in 
favour of a divisible and malleable form of authority or ‘power to decide.’ Ten months later, 
on the morning the Paris Treaty was signed in 1951 by the six heads of delegation, Jean 
Monnet proclaimed:  
 
“For the first time, six countries have come together … to take a concerted view of 
their common interest. This single view is expressed in a limited delegation of 
sovereignty to common institutions to be charged by the six countries with the 
fulfilment of functions which have until now been reserved to national sovereignties” 
(Monnet 1951). 
  
Sovereignty was no longer considered the exclusive preserve of nation states. Instead, it was 
something institutions could be endowed with that enabled them to ‘decide upon the 
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exception’ within specific issue areas. On 10th August 1950, Schuman explained this principle 
to the Council of Europe’s Consultative Assembly:  
 
“Certain participating States will be abandoning some degree of sovereignty in favour 
of the common Authority, and will be accepting a fusion or pooling of powers which 
are at present being exercised or capable of being exercised by the governments” 
(Schuman 1950c). 
 
Both Schuman and Monnet had a sui generis conception of sovereignty that authorised their 
sui generis institutional framework. In the final weeks of the conference, Schuman announced 
to a public gathering at the Salle Pleyel concert hall in Paris: “‘Creating Europe’ ultimately 
means creating a unique European sovereign authority” (Schuman 1951)[A.T.4]. In private 
correspondence sent to Schuman on 15th August 1950, Monnet explained that the 
supranational institutions of the ECSC would “exercis[e] hitherto unprecedented sovereignty” 
(Monnet 1950c).  
 
This dissertation terms the sui generis form of sovereignty that Schuman, Monnet and other 
founders evoked during the period 1950-1953: European Sovereignty. During Konrad 
Adenauer’s address to mark the establishment of the ECSC Special Council of Ministers on 
8th September 1952, he stated that the Council “stands at the interface between two 
sovereignties: one supranational, the other national” (Adenauer 1952). One of the rare 
instances this specific term appears in the archival material was when Debré challenged the 
legitimacy of the supranational project during the joint assembly with the Council of Europe 
in 1953, deriding the ECSC’s “non-existent European sovereignty” (Debré in CoE 1953, p. 
44). The term European sovereignty describes what the founders of the ECSC were 
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attempting to conceptualise and articulate. It is not intended to suggest there was one 
understanding of ‘European sovereignty’ or agreement between the founders about what it 
constituted.      
 
 
*** 
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Situating The Schuman Plan Conference 
 
 
 
This section of the dissertation provides the background to the Schuman Plan Conference of 
1950-51. The ECSC did not emerge from a flash of inspiration. Instead, it was the 
culmination of almost thirty years of meditation upon notions of European federalism, 
supranationality and unity. This dissertation terms these desires and sentiments collectively as 
Europeanism.  
 
Following the ravages of the World War I, individuals began exploring ways to overcome the 
internecine conflicts seemingly endemic to a continent of monarchs, empires, and quasi-
nation-states. While governing elites experimented with the intergovernmentalism of the 
League of Nations, prominent figures such as Austrian Count Richard von Coudenhove-
Kalergi and Frenchman Aristide Briand considered more integrated forms of union between 
European states.  
 
In 1922, Coudenhove-Kalergi founded the pan-European movement. The following year he 
published Pan-Europa in which the term “United States of Europe” frequently appears 
(Coudenhove-Kalergi 1923). According to Coudenhove-Kalergi the economic, cultural, 
material and geopolitical exigencies of the post-World War I period determined a “global-
political necessity of merger” (Coudenhove-Kalergi 1923, p. 38)[A.T.5]. Coudenhove-Kalergi 
believed the experience of famine, bankruptcy and war would eventually incline the people of 
Europe to, “give up some of their sovereignty” in service of the United States of Europe 
(1923, p. 112)[A.T.6].  
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In 1930, at the League of Nations annual assembly, Briand proposed a ‘federal European 
union.’ Since Briand’s proposal was prescribed “within the framework of the League of 
Nations” it was not as ‘radical’ as Coudenhove-Kalergi’s United States of Europe. The Briand 
proposal was an economic union designed to remove the kind of barriers that provoked the 
economic nationalism many felt had precipitated the First World War (Briand 1930). 
Coudenhove-Kalergi argued member-states needed to ‘relinquish a portion’ of their 
sovereignty. Briand however, suggested European nations would retain “absolute sovereignty 
and… complete political independence” while simultaneously benefitting from an “elastic” 
federation guaranteeing “collective solidarity in the settlement of the political questions 
affecting the destiny of the European commonwealth” (Briand 1930).  
 
The failure of the League of Nations to prevent war in 1939 triggered a mini-renaissance in 
Europeanist movements, literature and thinking. The World War II Resistance movements 
became incubators for ideas and plans for future European federalism. Lipgens (1982) 
considered this historico-ideational phenomenon so significant he argued European 
integration was born from this period and out of these movements. According to Lipgens, 
Resistance federalists formed “radical conclusions from radical disasters,” i.e. the experience 
of total war necessitated European federalism (1982, p. 59). Lipgens’ rigorous study of 
Resistance sources revealed that the “theoretical arguments which the leaders of the 
Resistance put forward in favour of a European federation were surprisingly similar in all 
European countries” (Lipgens 1982, p. 53). While acknowledging a variety of motives driving 
Resistance federalism, Lipgens identified one unifying principle: “war between European 
states would have to be made absolutely impossible by the establishment of a strong 
European federal government” (Lipgens 1982, pp. 51-2). Many important figures of the 
ECSC had joined the Resistance and various Europeanist movements during World War II. 
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Paul Struye (member of the ECSC Common Assembly: 1952-54) joined the Belgian 
Resistance and wrote for the underground newspaper La Libre Belgique. In 1944 Struye 
claimed that most of his countrymen sought the “integration of our country in a huge military 
and economic complex which would preserve intact our sovereignty for domestic purposes” 
(Lipgens 1982, p. 259). Pierre-Henri Teitgen, a prominent Résistance fighter, was on the 
editorial committee of the leading Resistance publication in the ‘Southern Zone’: Combat. 
Teitgen was a member of the ECSC Common Assembly between 1952 and 1957. While 
Teitgen was its editor, Combat published a manifesto. The manifesto stated that the “United 
States of Europe – a stage on the road to world union – will soon be a living reality for which 
we are fighting” (Lipgens 1985, p. 292). Étienne Hirsch joined de Gaulle’s Free French 
Government in Algiers. Corbett writes that Hirsch was “made ‘a European’” fighting for la 
Résistance Algiers (2005, p. 159-60). Hirsch would later draft the text of the Schuman 
Declaration with Reuter, Uri and Monnet. 
  
In the immediate post-war period, Coudenhove-Kalergi re-emerged as a central, coordinating 
figure. In July 1947, Coudenhove-Kalergi convened a meeting of European federalists at his 
home in Gstaad, Austria, to establish an unsanctioned European parliament. The European 
Parliamentary Union (EPU) held its inaugural congress in Gstaad between 8th and 10th 
September 1947. Convened without national parliamentary mandate, the EPU congress was 
nevertheless attended by “114 active parliamentarians from ten West-European countries” 
(Lipgens 1982, p. 609). Coudenhove-Kalergi’s opening address revealed he held a similar 
view about the future of national sovereignty as the founders of the ECSC. Coudenhove-
Kalergi maintained “no European federation is possible unless its member states transfer 
some of their sovereign rights to a federal authority” (Lipgens 1982, p. 610). One of the 
pivotal attendees to the EPU congress was François de Menthon. Menthon would later 
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become a member of the ECSC Common Assembly and the Council of Europe’s Consultative 
Assembly. At the conclusion of the EPU congress, Coudenhove-Kalergi requested Menthon 
prepare a draft constitution. In 1948 Menthon submitted his Plan for a Federal Constitution 
of the United States of Europe.  
 
The 1948 Menthon constitution represented a genuine attempt to go from Europeanist theory 
to practical institution building. The constitution offered a specific institutional configuration, 
defined their social, political, economic, security and foreign policy competencies and 
detailed how institutions should interact. The Menthon constitution had a bearing on the 
ECSC period because, according to Deschamps, “various aspects of de Menthon’s plan are to 
be found in the 1953 draft Treaty for a European Political Community” (2004). Europeanist 
movements of the period widely circulated Menthon’s constitution. In fact, during the 
September 10th 1952, ECSC Common Assembly session, when members were debating 
whether to establish an ad hoc Assembly to draft a European Political Community Treaty, 
Goes van Naters commented: 
 
“The project we wanted to start as many as four years ago, since 1948, that is to say 
the development of a political foundation and a political direction, has been prudently 
initiated” (CA 1952a, p. 83)[A.T.7]. 
 
In 1952, the Common Assembly voted in favour of establishing the ad hoc Assembly. 
Menthon was appointed to the ad hoc Assembly and had a significant influence drafting the 
1953 European Political Community Treaty. In other words, four summers after Menthon 
wrote the constitution for a United States of Europe he had the opportunity to turn it into a 
living, breathing reality. Menthon was one of those who saw the ECSC as the first phase in a 
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comprehensive project of European political integration. Menthon argued there could never 
be a “genuine European coal and steel policy without a common economic and social policy, 
in other words, without a political authority with decision-making power” (CA 1952a, p. 
100)[A.T.8]. 
  
Menthon modelled his constitution on that of the United States, with similar checks and 
balances: 
i. It prescribed an executive branch, a bicameral legislative branch and a 
supreme court.  
ii. Either of the two legislative chambers - the House of Representatives or 
the Council of States (i.e. the Senate) - could propose legislation requiring 
mutual assent.  
iii. The Executive Council of seven had a president nominated from within 
who ‘enacted’ policy.  
iv. Judges to a European Court of Justice received lifetime appointments and 
ruled according to the constitution.  
v. Member-state parliaments nominated members to the House of 
Representatives. Member-state governments each sent two delegates to the 
Council of States.  
 
The precondition that member-states be parliamentary democracies abiding by the principle 
of universal suffrage was the means by which the supranational authority inferred its 
democratic legitimacy. The Menthon constitution placed security and foreign policy, taxation, 
customs, levies, duties and community economic and commercial policy under federal 
control. It established a European army and member-states were prohibited from making 
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independent third-party agreements. The constitution stated that the “Federation has the right 
to establish a common nationality for all Member States” [Chapter II, Article IX, § B] 
(Menthon 1948). Interpreting nationality in a technical sense (rather than as an “imagined 
political community” [Anderson 1983, p. 6]), the constitution implied a common language, 
anthem, flag and holidays. Chapter I, Article 2, described the character of European 
sovereignty the United States of Europe prescribed:  
 
“Sovereignty of the States and Sovereignty of the Federation:  
The powers of the Federation shall supersede those of the Member States insofar as 
the provisions of this Constitution prescribe” (Menthon 1948)[A.T.9]. 
 
Given the list of competencies above, Menthon held an ‘almost absolute’ vision for European 
sovereignty. The United States of Europe was intended to possess the ‘power to decide upon 
the exception’ in most areas of life. The only exclusion related to member-state colonies. 
Member-states were permitted to station national troops within their colonies, although 
personnel were not permitted entry into federal territory. Menthon’s vision for European 
sovereignty implied a significant re-evaluation of the status of nation-state sovereignty. 
 
Motivations  
 
Before turning to the Schuman Plan Conference itself, it bears detailing the motivations 
behind the ECSC. Six factors motivated the creation of the community. These were: 
intergovernmental failure, economic and political nationalism, the German problem, the 
geopolitical situation viz. the Soviet Union, economic blocism and German comparative 
advantage. The founders of the ECSC believed an intergovernmental body could not address 
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these issues. This resolve explains why the principle of supranationality was a precondition 
for participation in the Schuman Plan Conference. The insistence upon supranationality 
ensured the British were not part of the ECSC. Schuman explains: “the moment we suggested 
establishing a conference where the right to participate was premised upon countries 
accepting in advance the principle of a supranational authority, [the] gulf between our two 
sides became apparent” (Schuman 1953, p. 9)[A.T.10]. The official communiqué to Monnet 
from His Majesty’s Government reads: 
 
“… if the French Government intend to insist on a commitment to pool resources and 
set up an authority with certain sovereign powers as a prior condition to joining in the 
talks, His Majesty’s Government would reluctantly be unable to accept such a 
condition” (Monnet 1978, p. 312)  
 
The failure of the League of Nations had a profound impact on the founders and became a 
significant factor in their unwavering preference for supranationalism. Monnet was appointed 
to the League in 1919 then resigned in 1923 explaining that its “institutions were incapable of 
decision-making. Their ineffectiveness told me what to avoid” (Monnet 1978, p. 292). 
Schuman confirms that the “lessons of 1920 to 1939 weigh heavy” (Schuman 1950b). It was a 
widely held belief in the post-war period that economic and political nationalism had driven 
European nations to war in 1914 and again in 1939. Consequently, the founders saw a 
necessary connection between the renunciation of national sovereignty and “overcoming the 
national selfishness, the antagonism and narrow-mindedness” that perpetuated internecine 
European conflict (Schuman 1950c).  
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The German problem (Le problème allemande) was a French term that captured the belief the 
German nation was interminably militaristic, expansionist and aggressive. The 1919 Treaty of 
Versailles addressed this problem by stripping Germany of military, economic, industrial and 
territorial capacity. Schuman believed it was a mistake to think the “defence against her 
revenge and hegemony could be found in German isolation” (Schuman 1951). Instead, the 
founders decided the solution lay in neutralising the economic and material potentialities of 
war and “reintegrate[ing] Germany into the industrial and economic system of democratic 
nations” (Schuman 1951). Monnet believed there was a “symbolic significance” to coal and 
steel given their centrality to “economic power and [being] the raw materials for forging 
weapons of war” (Monnet 1978, p. 293).  
 
Although the Cold War was a recent phenomenon it had already established a geopolitical 
situation of grave concern to the founders of the ECSC. With the vast Soviet Union on one 
side and the indefatigable Atlantic alliance on the other, continental Europeans felt 
geopolitically claustrophobic. Schuman believed a united Europe was a necessary  “parry to 
the Soviet threat” (Schuman 1951).  
 
There were considerable material concerns that motivated the creation of the ECSC. The 
founders worried that the sizeable economic blocs of the British Empire, the United States 
and the Soviet Union would “press upon the remaining European nations,” given their 
abysmal post-war industrial condition  (Schuman 1951).  
 
The final motivation behind the ECSC mainly concerned the French. The French harboured 
abiding jealousy of German industrial comparative advantage. Monnet claimed that the “basis 
of the superiority which French industrialists traditionally recognise in Germany is her ability 
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to produce steel at a price that France cannot match” (Monnet 1978, p. 292). Thus, important 
objectives for the ECSC were to create a common market and integrated industrial bases to 
put an end to German product dumping, break up German cartels and create a liberalised 
trade regime.  
 
*** 
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The Schuman Plan Conference 
 
This section of the dissertation examines the Schuman Plan Conference in detail (hereafter: 
the Conference). It reveals that the treaty emerging from the Conference in 1951 was a 
product of pragmatic negotiation based on compromise, exigency and accident. Each of the 
six member-state delegations entered the Conference with particular preferences concerning 
the institutions of the ECSC, what their arrangement ought to be and what competencies they 
should possess. These provisional plans bore the influence of the individual delegates as well 
as the governments authorising their attendance. In the final analysis, the 1951 Paris Treaty 
and the ECSC it established were sui generis creations.  No delegation or individual delegate 
got precisely what they wanted nor could any claim that the final treaty text resembled 
anything conceived of before negotiation. Conference deliberations constitute the intersection 
of particular national interests, assumptions, expectations and prescriptions concerning the 
future of nation-state sovereignty, and an underlying desire to establish a sui generis 
European sovereignty.   
 
The Conference opened on 20th June 1950, in Paris. The ostensible mandate was to turn the 
sentiment and principles of the Schuman Declaration into a ratifiable treaty. Six European 
states participated: France, Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, and Italy. 
National delegations comprised notable political figures, cabinet members (secretaries of the 
treasury, ministers for foreign affairs, commerce and labour), legal experts, technical experts 
on coal and steel, heads of industry (mines, smelting and steel production), secretaries, typists 
and translators (AMG 1950). Excluding secretaries, France sent fourteen (14) delegates, 
Germany nine (9), Belgium thirteen (13), the Netherlands twenty-one, (21) Luxembourg ten 
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(10) and Italy fourteen (14), bringing the total number of delegates at the Conference to 
eighty-one (81).  
 
The Schuman Declaration of 9th May 1950 was an eponymous misnomer. Although in his 
capacity as French foreign secretary Robert Schuman delivered the speech, he neither wrote it 
nor contributed to its content. Instead, the Schuman Plan was the creation of four 
collaborators working at Monnet’s country-house in the spring of 1950: Pierre Uri, Paul 
Reuter, Étienne Hirsch and Jean Monnet. Somewhat uncharitably Monnet suggested, 
“Schuman had no constructive proposals … although he had pondered deeply and consulted 
many people” (Monnet 1978, p. 292). The Schuman Plan advised that the way to achieve 
lasting European peace was to create a Franco-German community. The instrumentalities of 
the plan were industrial modernisation, market equalisation, common exports and improved 
living conditions (Schuman 1950). The Schuman Plan prescribed a single community 
institution, an executive: the High Authority. Monnet’s preference was for the Conference to 
produce a minimal ‘framework treaty.’ After ratifying the framework treaty the next step was 
to convoke a constitutional conference, here the technical and legal substance of the Coal and 
Steel Community could be negotiated (Monnet 1950a). Monnet preferred a brief conference, 
suggesting that negotiations “exclude from the new Treaty the legal and technical formalities 
that normally burden such agreements” (Monnet 1978, p. 319). The intent behind Monnet’s 
sequence was that the community’s executive participate in the ‘constitutional convention.’ 
Monnet’s vision was that the supranational authority participated in crafting its own rules 
rather than leaving decisions to intergovernmental actors alone. Monnet preferred that the 
status of the High Authority be explained only to the “level of detail necessary for it to be 
immediately instituted” (Monnet 1950a).  
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Monnet routinely operated on a ‘need to know’ basis, carefully deciding who knew what 
when, crafting messages and determining the audience (Monnet 1978, p. 294-300). Haas and 
Gerbet highlight that secrecy was a feature of Conference proceedings and argue this was a 
deliberate strategy. Hass explained that negotiations were “handled in absolute secrecy from 
national parliaments, the press and the public” (1968, p. 251). Gerbet suggested this was so as 
not to “compromise the launch of the idea by the inevitable indiscretions, discussions and 
haggling that would have occurred had it been necessary to consult the ‘interested circles’” 
(1956, p. 546)[A.T.11]. Although the Schuman Declaration suggested the drafting conference 
include a ‘mediator’ who might settle disputes according to Schuman Plan principles, this 
mechanism was not included (Schuman 1950). In the absence of a mediator, the Conference 
dragged on, stalling for a six months period when technical and legal formalities, especially 
those relating to commercial and industrial interests, became the central focus.  
  
Monnet and his French delegation brought an efficient supranational framework into the 
Conference. It consisted of a High Authority and the mandate for an annual assembly that 
could approve or censure the executive’s prior actions. The French delegation had no plans 
for a permanent assembly or a new judiciary. The International Court of Justice or an ad hoc 
tribunal staffed by the Court at The Hague and the United Nations would settle any legal 
disputes (Monnet 1950a).  
 
Twelve days before the Conference the Benelux delegations (the Belgian, the Dutch and the 
Luxembourgian) met to establish a preliminary position. From the outset, there was a form of 
national delineation between the Franco-German delegations on one side, the Benelux on the 
other, and the Italians somewhere in between. In their pre-Conference session, the Dutch 
raised the need for a permanent parliamentary body. The Dutch asserted they “could not 
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accept the establishment of a High Authority … without the scrutiny … of an international 
parliament” (Calmes & Conrot 1950). The Benelux pre-conference also tabled a ‘European 
investment bank’ that might provide “aid to countries having to cope with [the] structural 
change” that would come from modernising and equalising the community (Calmes & Conrot 
1950). To assist the advancement of their preferences the Belgian, Luxembourgian and Dutch 
delegations agreed to adopt a “common attitude on the greatest possible number of points” 
(Calmes & Conrot 1950).  
 
An informal agreement was also established between the French and German delegations 
ahead of the Conference. They both wanted a treaty that would establish the community’s 
institutional framework before settling its precise competencies. The German Chancellor 
Adenauer wrote to Monnet that the “German people have enthusiastically welcomed the plan, 
and we shall not let ourselves be caught up in details” (Monnet 1978, p. 310). In a secret note 
of 14th June 1950 the French finance minister to Germany, Paul Leroy-Beaulieu, provided 
more evidence of the amiable Franco-German synchronicity. The German Chancellor had 
asked Monnet for advice on who should head the German delegation. Monnet advised against 
Hans Constantine Boden, believing he failed to grasp the “political ‘revolution’” of the 
Schuman Plan (Leroy-Beaulieu 1950)[A.T.12]. Adenauer agreed, lamenting his inability to 
find “that rarest of creatures, a German Monnet” (Leroy-Beaulieu 1950)[A.T.13]. Two days 
later, Adenauer gave Monnet a name: Professor Walter Hallstein, suggesting he had found his 
‘German Monnet.’ Monnet met with Hallstein and “took to him at once… trust[ing] each 
other from the first” (Monnet 1978, p. 320).  
 
Despite the early camaraderie, dealings between the French and German delegations became 
strained the longer the Conference wore on. Private correspondence revels Adenauer directed 
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Hallstein to give the ‘impression’ of complete acquiescence to the Schuman Plan. Rather than 
create Franco-German friction, Adenauer advised that the “secondary powers do most of the 
arguing against Monnet’s team” (Gillingham 1991, p. 242). In the end, it was the German 
delegation that proved the most intractable. An impasse over de-cartelisation precipitated a 
negotiation paralysis that lasted for three months, almost causing the conference to collapse 
(Monnet 1978, p. 352). For all their good intentions, material interests took priority over 
principle. Monnet warned Hallstein, “if the Federal Republic did not immediately drop its 
opposition to his plans… the very idea of supranationalism in Europe would then be dead” 
(Gillingham 1991, p. 276).  
  
While the Franco-German delegations came to the Conference agreeing to a supranational 
framework and the Benelux delegations brought the desire to check the executive with 
national influence, the Italian delegation appeared out of step with the purpose of the 
Schuman Plan. Five weeks into the conference Hallstein met in private with Monnet. Despite 
a prima facie acceptance of the precondition of supranationality, Monnet worried the Italians 
may not have “fully understood [they were] not dealing with a diplomatic treaty but rather the 
creation of a new reality” (Monnet 1950b)[A.T.14]. Haas supported Monnet’s suspicion, 
indicating the Italian delegation was instrumental in “whittling away at the Franco-German 
idea of an all-powerful High Authority” (1968, p. 249). Emphasising the role national 
governments had in negotiations, Haas argued that, “Italian public authorities … succeeded in 
diluting supranationalism” (1968, p. 252).  
 
A fortnight into the Conference the Benelux delegations insisted on an intergovernmental 
institution they hoped would permit the influence of their governments (Haas 1968, p. 269). 
The Dutch proposed a ‘Special Council of Ministers’ that would wield veto power over the 
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High Authority. Monnet understood that if such a veto power became part of the Paris Treaty, 
the community could not be properly supranational. Consequently, negotiations produced a 
Council of Ministers with the task of “reconciling the High Authority’s activities at 
supranational level with national policy requirements in those countries” (Monnet 1950c). 
This modification was an important victory for Monnet and his French delegation. The 
intergovernmental body placated Dutch demands despite the institution not being endowed 
with checking power. Rather, the eventual design of the Council of Ministers made it an 
instrument of the community’s supranational aims. Addressing the Council in 1952 Monnet 
told them the “Council of Ministers was set up, not to exercise control and guardianship, but 
to… ensure the coordination of the policies of the High Authority and those of the member 
States” (Monnet 1952b).  
 
Although the Schuman Declaration had not envisaged an independent judiciary, during the 
Conference, the German and Benelux delegations made it clear they were not satisfied relying 
on the International Court of Justice. Saurugger and Terpan suggest the ECSC Court of 
Justice was based on “a compromise between the French model, German wishes for a 
constitutional court and the position of the Benelux countries that only member states should 
be able to call upon the Court” (2017, p. 14). Despite Dutch instance that the Court had 
authority over the executive and extensive power of review, the eventual institution was the 
product of compromise. Three months of negotiation over the nature of the community’s 
judiciary produced a Court of Justice the French delegation asserted, “never supersedes the 
High Authority” (FD 1950c)[A.T.15]. As had been the case with the Council of Ministers, 
despite having been proposed as a check against supranational excess, the Conference 
produced a judicial institution best described as an ‘instrument of supranationality.’ Grimm, 
writing sixty years after the Conference, asserts that the European Court of Justice is the 
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“driving force of integration” (2017, p. 4). Far from a being means of curbing the 
supranational tendencies of the community’s executive, Grimm argues that through the 
“‘constitutionalisation’ of the treaties,” the Court has been uniquely responsible for creating 
“a singular, supranational entity somewhere between an international organisation and a 
federal state” (2017, p. 5). On 10th August 1950, the first joint report on conference activities, 
‘Rapport Sur Les Travaux Poursuivis À Paris’ (Report on work undertaken in Paris), was 
promulgated across the member-states. The document reads: 
 
“The High Authority and the Court of Justice are both composed of completely 
independent members who should have no connection whatsoever to the member 
states. In this respect they constitute an advanced and perhaps ideal achievement for 
the supranational community” (FD 1950b; CR 1950)[A.T.16]. 
 
The remaining institution of the ECSC was the Common Assembly. The German working-
paper proposed a permanent assembly. The Dutch delegation had a similar parliamentary 
proposal. The German delegation wanted the Common Assembly to be a “sovereign and 
democratic parliament” (Mason 1955, p. 23). Instead, the Conference produced an assembly 
whose “principle function … [was] the examination of the High Authority’s annual report” 
(CR 1950)[A.T.17]. As had been the case with the Council of Ministers and the Court of 
Justice, the Conference yielded a Common Assembly without meaningful executive 
checking-power. Rather, the Common Assembly was a supervisory, advisory and committee 
institution. The debate in the German Bundestag over ratification of the Paris Treaty reveals 
the political conflict this reality elicited. Professor Schmid asserted that the assembly written 
into the Paris Treaty was a “bastard assembly which cannot and may not do anything” (Mason 
1955, p. 23). 
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After less than a month of pragmatic compromise, the Conference produced an institutional 
framework with a definitive form: “a supranational authority, a council of national Ministers, 
parliamentary and judicial control” (Monnet 1978, p. 332).  
 
Big Capital & The United States 
 
The final text of the Paris Treaty reflected more than merely the preferences of competing 
national interests. Gillingham describes the impact that big business and industry had on 
Conference negotiations. As was noted above, the stubborn refusal of the 
DeutscheKohlenVerkauf (German centralised coal agency) to de-cartelise held the Conference 
up for six months. It was only when “Adenauer finally gave in and accepted the Franco-
American terms for both decartelization and the detrustification provisions of the treaty” that 
the treaty was able to proceed to the ratification stage (Gillingham 1991, p. 261). The Paris 
Treaty had been sitting on Monnet’s desk for half a year before the Germans finally allowed 
the inclusion of articles 60 and 61. 
 
Gillingham’s analysis is the only contemporary account that highlights the centrality of North 
American power and its influence over the Conference. Gillingham notes three dimensions of 
United States (U.S.) influence:  
i. U.S. Marshall Plan aid was critical to European reconstruction and necessitated 
reciprocal investment arrangements;  
ii. U.S. military protection against the Soviet threat implied some form of quid pro 
quo; and  
iii. Jean Monnet’s special relationship with Washington5 elites. 
																																																								5	This relationship is conspicuously absent from Monnet’s Memoirs.	
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Gillingham writes: 
 
“Without his extraordinary American connection, however, word would never have 
become deed. Wall Street and Washington made Monnet an independent force in 
France, enabling him to act on behalf of an immobilized and hostile industrial 
community. Without his uncanny ability to make the United States do his bidding the 
coal-steel negotiations would have fallen through” (Gillingham 1991, p. 297) 
 
While it is important not to overstate U.S. influence during the Schuman Plan Conference, it 
must be noted that the ‘stubborn articles’ (60 and 61) - those that took the German delegation 
six months to accept - were written by American authorities (Gillingham 1991, p. 270). The 
final text of the Paris Treaty reflects the attitude of U.S. capital that the a community must be 
open to competition from U.S. firms. Gillingham notes: 
 
“[The Conference after September 1950] would turn not only on the official Paris 
negotiations but on a decartelization struggle between the government of the Federal 
Republic and the Office of the U.S. High Commissioner, acting in this case as agent 
not only of American interests but of Jean Monnet” (1991, p. 255-6). 
 
The Sovereignty Question 
 
Having described negotiation dynamics during the Conference, the remainder of the section 
demonstrates that different understandings about the direction of nation-state sovereignty 
influenced particular institutional preferences. The final treaty text reflects particular attitudes 
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toward national sovereignty as well as assumptions concerning a new form of European 
sovereignty.  
 
From Monnet’s perspective, the “indispensable first principle” of the Conference was the 
“abnegation of sovereignty in a limited but decisive field” (1978, p. 315). Monnet saw a 
necessary connection between war and national sovereignty. Ergo, if he could breach the 
absolutism of national sovereignty, the potential for European conflict was greatly reduced. 
This logic was the unassailable conviction shared by all federally-minded Europeanists 
(Lipgens 1982, pp. 51-3). What was never specified however was how much sovereignty 
needed to be ‘abnegated’ or ‘renounced’ to ensure that “war between France and Germany not 
only unimaginable but materially impossible” (Schuman 1950b). This failure to specify the 
extent of sovereign relinquishment proved consequential. Addressing the national delegations 
on the first day of the Conference, Schuman proclaimed, “never before have nations 
consented, let alone considered, delegating a portion of their sovereignty to an independent 
supranational body” (Schuman 1950a). Schuman implied that having accepted the 
participatory principle of supranationalism the member-states had voluntarily consented to 
‘delegating’ a portion of their sovereignty. Which portion or portions would be delegated, and 
for what specific purpose, was not established in advance of Conference deliberations. 
 
In July 1950, the French delegation wrote to their government advising that the European 
sovereignty to be exercised by the community’s institutions was a “merged” form of 
sovereignty (FD 1950b) [A.T.18]. A month later the French delegation told their government 
that European sovereignty was “conferred” upon the institutions by the member-states (FD 
1950a) [A.T.19]. This change in characterisation reflected the irresolution that prevailed 
during the Conference. The way the founders described European sovereignty followed the 
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design of the institutions and the competencies they accorded them. In other words, the 
creation of institutions didn’t arise from an agreement over the nature of European 
sovereignty. Rather, European sovereignty was described post hoc in response to the 
institutional agreements. The French delegation’s July memorandum supports this conclusion: 
 
“The set of institutions herby presented are not based upon an a priori theoretical 
framework. Instead, they are a response to practical needs that arise due to the limited 
nature of the merger of sovereignty” (FD 1950b)[A.T.20]. 
 
The design of supranational institutions was a constant process of negotiation. The 
understanding that delegations had about what ‘merging’ sovereignty meant was what 
influenced their negotiations. Given that ‘merger’ was never adequately clarified, a form of 
circular bargaining ensued.  
 
On 25th July 1950, Schuman stated that the community’s executive, the High Authority, “will 
be a decision-making body independent of both governments and special interests” (Schuman 
1950b)[A.T.21]. Less than three weeks later, Schuman refined his perspective suggesting the 
“Authority cannot be completely independent… The Treaty must, therefore, define its powers 
as clearly as possible, without ambiguity or confusion” (Schuman 1950c).  Elsewhere, 
Schuman claimed the powers of “the High Authority need to be exercised democratically” 
and advised that the body must be “accountable to elected representatives” (Schuman 
1950b)[A.T.22]. These examples illustrates the irresolution that prevailed concerning the 
relationship between the supranationality of the ECSC and the sovereignty of national 
parliaments. Naturally, the executive of the ECSC could not be both independent and partially 
independent while simultaneously being “an institution that is autonomous” as well as 
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accountable to elected representatives (Schuman 1950c). In the end, the text of the treaty 
established an executive with significant independence: 
 
Article 9 of the Treaty of Paris: 
“The members of the High Authority shall… be completely independent in the 
performance of their duties… they shall neither seek nor take instructions from any 
Government or from any other body” (ECSCT 1951, Article 9, p. 16). 
  
The discussion surrounding the Council of Ministers provides further evidence that concerns 
about the status of national sovereignty drove institutional design. Baron Snoy, who advised 
the Benelux delegations, argued the role of the Council of Ministers should be to protect “the 
right [of] a country not to be subjected to decisions that it judged would adversely affect its 
vital interests” (Calmes & Conrot 1950). Snoy believed the only “acceptable way of 
reconciling the principle of national sovereignty with that of the autonomy of the High 
Authority” was to ensure the Council held the power of veto (Calmes & Conrot 1950). The 
Treaty of Paris did not reflect Snoy’s preference. Instead of being a checking institution the 
Council was designed as one intended to serve the community’s supranationality. Instead of 
protecting the prerogatives of national sovereignty, the Council was an institution designed to 
advance European sovereignty.  
 
Article 26 of the Treaty of Paris: 
“The Council shall exercise its powers in the cases provided for and in the manner set 
out in this Treaty, in particular in order to harmonise the action of the High Authority  
and that of the Governments” (ECSCT 1951, Article 26, p. 37).  
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The appointment of members to the High Authority became another opportunity for national 
interests to restrain the supranationality of the ECSC. To protect national sovereignty, the 
Dutch, Belgian and Luxembourgian officials instructed their delegations that “Governments 
would retain freedom in the choice” of the members of the High Authority” (Calmes & 
Conrot 1950). Monnet and Schuman were determined to make no such concession. Eight 
weeks into the Conference Monnet wrote that the “ultimate responsibility for implementing 
this Plan needs to be given to bodies made up not of representatives of the various 
Governments” (Monnet 1950c). Schuman had similarly assured the Council of Europe that 
the High Authority would not be a committee of government ministers nor comprised of 
members that felt they had the “duty of defending the national interests of their own 
countries” (Schuman 1950c). Monnet was adamant the members of the High Authority had to 
be independent so they could “exercise[e] collective sovereignty in the interest of the 
community as a whole” (Monnet 1950c). One the one hand, the Benelux delegations were 
seeking to populate the High Authority with agents of nation-state sovereignty; on the other 
hand, the French delegation was determined they be agents of European sovereignty. 
Reflecting the pragmatic form of negotiation characteristic of the Conference, the final text 
reveals a compromise position.  
 
Article 10 of the Treaty of Paris: 
“Governments of the Member States shall appoint eight members of the High 
Authority by common accord” (ECSCT 1951, Article 10, p. 18). 
 
While this appeared to be a clear victory for the defenders of national sovereignty, the 
previous article revealed the influence of the French delegation.  
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Article 9 of the Treaty of Paris: 
“Each Member State undertakes to respect this supranational character and not to seek 
to influence the members of the High Authority in the performance of their tasks” 
(ECSCT 1951, Article 9, p. 16).  
 
To further mitigate the intergovernmental implications of allowing the states to appoint 
members to the High Authority all ECSC representatives were asked to swear an oath of 
allegiance to the community before assuming their position (Haas 1968, p. 28). 
 
The nature of negotiations over institutional design reveals the founders believed there was a 
zero-sum relationship between nation-state and European sovereignty. The more they 
institutionalised one, the less they thought they empowered the other. Schuman had told the 
Council of Europe that the “experiment of a supra-national Authority… shall not be simply a 
combination or conciliation of national powers” (Schuman 1950c). Instead, Schuman 
clarified, “participating States will be abandoning some degree of sovereignty in favour of the 
common Authority” (Schuman 1950c). The most important consideration was that 
supranational institutions did not generate new power. Rather, they were understood to 
assume powers that were “at present being exercised or capable of being exercised by the 
governments” (Schuman 1950c). The degree of European sovereignty the institutions of the 
ECSC could exercise was in direct proportion to the degree of national sovereignty the 
member-states would relinquish. To accuse the institutions of the ECSC of intruding upon the 
sanctity of nation-state sovereignty was no philippic; arrogating national sovereignty was the 
ECSC’s foundational principle, a structuring feature of its intuitional architecture.   
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Setting Sovereignty Aside 
 
The unresolved sovereignty thesis begs the question: why was the status of nation-state 
sovereignty not elevated during the Conference? If the design of institutions demanded a 
negotiation with national sovereignty why didn’t the founders confront this directly and 
openly? The founders’ predisposition for institution building and belief in ‘structure over 
agency’ provides one explanation. Monnet, in particular, believed that institutions could 
generate normative behavioural and ideational change. According to the definition Peters 
(1999) offers in Institutional Theory In Political Science, Monnet subscribed to the ‘old 
institutionalist’ perspective. Institutionalists of the old school held that governing institutions 
could “structure the behaviour of individuals - both the governing and the governed - toward 
better ends” (Peters 1999, p. 3). Indeed, a key feature of this orientation was the assumption 
that, “structure mattered, and indeed that structure determined behaviour” (Peters 1999, p. 7). 
Speaking to the ECSC Common Assembly Monnet claimed that, “a union cannot be founded 
on good intentions alone. There have to be rules”. For Monnet, rules (i.e. institutions) 
structure and instil routines of behaviour that alter practice and change reality. Monnet 
continued, “institutions have a longer life than men, and thus, if they are properly constructed, 
they can accumulate and transmit the wisdom of successive generations” (Monnet 1952a). 
These were not the words of a casual observer. These were the sentiments of a true believer. 
Throughout his political career, Monnet referred to an ‘inspirational’ Swiss philosopher. The 
following excerpt from his Memoirs reveals Monnet as an old school structural-
institutionalist.  
 
“A long time ago, I was struck by an observation made by the Swiss philosopher 
Henri-Frederic Amiel: “Each man’s experience starts again from the beginning. Only 
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institutions grow wiser: they accumulate collective experience; and, owing to this 
experience and this wisdom, men subject to the same rules will not see their own 
nature changing, but their behaviour gradually transformed” (Monnet 1978, p. 393). 
 
An affinity with old school institutionalism explains why Monnet believed it was paramount 
to construct the institutions of the ECSC first and have them deal with the sovereignty 
question later. 
 
Aside from a staunch belief in the power of institutions, the historical context contributed to 
the setting aside of the sovereignty question. In 1950 there was little reason to believe 
national sovereignty in Europe could compete with, let alone threaten, the sui generis 
supranational institutions. Given the awful condition of France, Germany, Italy, Belgium and 
the Netherlands in the post-war period, one can forgive the founders for thinking the nation-
state experiment had run its course. Ironically, it was the process of industrial and economic 
integration facilitated by the ECSC that precipitated the ‘European rescue of the nation-state’ 
(Milward 1992). The founders of the ECSC had unwittingly established the necessary 
material conditions to reanimate the phenomenon that would come to menace their project 
and dash their grand plans. 
 
*** 
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Inaugural Session of the ECSC Common Assembly: 10th September 1952, Strasbourg. 
 
President Paul-Henri Spaak (seated in the chair). 
 
Source: Le Centre Virtuel de la Connaissance de l'Europe (2018). 
Copyright: Photo European Parliament. 
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The Inaugural Common Assembly Session 
 
This section of the dissertation engages with the debates of the inaugural ECSC Common 
Assembly session that sat between 10th and 13th September 1952. On the second day the 
President of the Council of Ministers, Konrad Adenauer, invited the members to draft a treaty 
for a European Political Community (EPC). Advancing the creation of the EPC was the first 
and only substantive item of business before the Assembly. This fact suggests certain 
founders considered the ECSC the first phase in a greater project of European integration and 
sought to employ its institutions for this purpose. The debate over Adenauer’s proposal 
showed that a United States of Europe faced considerable political resistance. Questions about 
‘authority’ and the ‘legitimacy’ of advancing such a project through the ECSC demonstrate 
that the supranational institutions generated immediate political conflict.  
 
The establishment of rules, procedures and general assembly protocols occupied the first two 
days of the inaugural session. The members discussed technical articles as well as voting and 
reporting methods. Paul-Henri Spaak replaced the interim president Antonio Boggiano-Pico 
on a vote of 38 to 30. Following Spaak’s election, the President of the High Authority, Jean 
Monnet, had the floor and delivered a fulsome speech in support of the community. Konrad 
Adenauer was the next to speak, presenting the following proposal: 
 
“You are called first and foremost to exercise your activity within the framework set 
out by the Coal and Steel Community Treaty; trusting however in your inner 
dynamism the Council of Ministers has thought fit to ask you to assume, besides what 
is foreseen by the treaty, a separate task of great importance, therewith accelerating 
the political development of Europe” (CA 1952, p. 22)[A.T.23]. 
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As a member of the Council, Adenauer could not table motions before the Assembly; he 
nonetheless provided instructions:   
 
“The members of the Assembly for the Coal and Steel Community are invited to 
develop a plan for a draft treaty for the establishment of a European Political 
Community” (CA 1952, p. 22)[A.T.24]. 
 
Since the ECSC overwhelmingly attracted individuals with the ‘Europeanist mind-set’, the 
majority met Adenauer’s proposal with enthusiasm. Nevertheless, a vocal minority 
questioned the appropriateness of his directive.  
 
One objection was that the President of the Council of Ministers was asking the Assembly to 
act beyond the mandate of the Treaty of Paris. Paul Struye was the first to raise this issue. 
Struye called Adenauer’s proposal an “attack upon the authority of our respective 
Parliaments” (CA 1952, p. 77)[A.T.25]. Struye outlined his objection: 
  
“[Our] parliaments … ratified and empowered the Treaty of the European Coal and 
Steel Community. But these Parliaments … ratified the Treaty for a particular purpose 
and a clearly defined mission, i.e. control over … a common market for coal and steel. 
Our parliaments have not entrusted us with any other purpose. And here now, these 
six ministers … have charged us with a very different mission, passing over the will of 
our respective Parliaments” (CA 1952, p. 77)[A.T.26]. 
 
Having questioned the spirit of Adenauer’s instructions Struye then cast doubt upon the chain 
of reasoning used to legitimise the proposal for an EPC. Adenauer had told the assembly that 
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the mandate for proceeding toward an EPC derived from ‘Article 38’ of the European 
Defence Community Treaty (EDC)6.  
 
Article 38 of the European Defence Community Treaty: 
“1. Within the period provided for in Section 2 of this Article: 
(c) The Assembly shall study … The definitive organization which will take the place 
of the present transitional organization should be conceived so as to be capable of 
constituting one of the elements of an ultimate Federal or confederal structure, based 
upon the principle of the separation of powers and including, particularly, a bicameral 
representative system. The Assembly shall also study problems to which the co-
existence of different organizations for European cooperation, now in being or to be 
created in the future, give rise, in order to ensure that these organizations are 
coordinated within the framework of the federal or confederal structure” (EDCT 1952 
Article 38, § 1, sub-§ (c), p. 178). 
 
Relying on Article 38 of the EDC presented legal and political issues. In the autumn of 1952, 
the EDC treaty still awaited ratification. Struye argued that using this article, from an un-
ratified treaty, as the authority with which to take future action was fraught. Struye advised: 
 
“The day our parliaments vote upon and ratify the EDC Treaty it will become law. But 
until this time, we must acknowledge that the ministers of the Council are instructing 
																																																								
6 The outbreak of the Korean War in 1950 precipitated a sequence of events that led the 
founders of the ECSC to believe a European Defence Community should be integrated into 
the ECSC framework. The founders envisioned a European army and a common foreign and 
defence policy. A drafting conference was established in February 1951 and on 27th May 
1952 the draft EDC Treaty was signed. 
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us on the basis of an article in a treaty that is yet to meet the test of our parliaments” 
(CA 1952, p. 77)[A.T.27].  
 
Adenauer had invoked Article 38 of the EDC Treaty to advance the United States of Europe 
before. Four days prior, on 8th September, Adenauer had given the opening address to mark 
the establishment of the ECSC Council of Ministers. He stated, “the unification of Europe … 
must, as the Treaty on the Defence Community says, become established on the basis of a 
federal or confederal structure” (Adenauer 1952).  
 
The next member to challenge Adenauer’s proposal was Michel Debré. Although in principle 
Debré supported the political project, like Struye, he was concerned about the political 
legitimacy underpinning the instruction before the Assembly. Alluding to potential conflict 
with the sovereignty of the member-states, Debré stated: 
 
“I feel obliged to warn you how little value this process will deliver, and the great 
harm it might do our national parliaments by their being overlooked. Not to mention 
the serious objections this project provokes in public minds” (CA 1952, p. 
79)[A.T.28]. 
 
Debré’s warning reveals a political tension at the heart of the ECSC. By pushing ahead with 
the EPC, the Assembly would generate conflict between prevailing conceptions of nation-
state sovereignty and the notion of European sovereignty implied in further supranational 
institutionalisation. Pierre-Henri Teitgen’s reply to Struye and Debré reveals this 
problématique. Teitgen denied that drafting an EPC Treaty conflicted with national 
sovereignty. Arguing that member-state parliaments were in no way “dispossessed of any of 
Honours IV – Government & International Relations – SID450312650 	 57	
their constitutional rights” through the mere drafting of a treaty, Teitgen asserted it was “quite 
unreasonable read into Mr Adenauer’s communication some kind of attack on national 
sovereignty” (CA 1952, p. 80)[A.T.29]. While Teitgen maintained that nation-state 
sovereignty, insofar as he understood it, was unaffected by the EPC proposal, other Assembly 
members came to Adenauer’s defence with appeals to European sovereignty. Hans Joachim 
von Merkatz suggested: 
 
“Even if the proposed task was outside the mandate of the Treaty, we nonetheless 
possess the authority premised upon our sovereignty [as an assembly] to pursue such a 
task” (CA 1952, p. 84)[A.T.30]. 
  
The varied positions adopted by Struye, Debré, Teitgen, and Merkatz illustrate the tension 
embedded within the institutions of the ECSC institutions. Struye and Debré took a plain-text 
reading of the Paris Treaty adopting the ‘conservative’ position concerning further political 
integration. Their objection was not to further integration per se. Rather, they did not read in 
the text of the Paris Treaty - the only treaty at the time to achieve member-state parliamentary 
ratification - a mandate for that kind of independent action. Teitgen however, perceived no 
political jeopardy. Because Adenauer’s proposal did not directly intrude on the sovereign 
prerogatives of national parliaments, insofar as he understood them, Teitgen saw no conflict 
with nation-state sovereignty. Merkatz supported Adenauer’s proposal because he believed 
the Treaty of Paris had created supranational institutions intended to act independently.  
 
These exchanges reveal three distinct attitudes: 
i. That the action proposed by the ECSC affected the status of nation-state 
sovereignty;  
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ii. That the action proposed by the ECSC did not affect the status of nation-state 
sovereignty; and  
iii. That European sovereignty legitimatised the ECSC to take independent action 
regardless of feelings about nation-state sovereignty.  
Indeed, according to Merkatz, to forestall the drafting of the EPC Treaty would have 
“contradict[ed] the meaning and purpose of our Assembly as the first supranational assembly” 
(CA 1952, p. 84)[A.T.31].  
  
As the session progressed, other speakers spoke in favour of the proposal to draft the EPC 
Treaty. Appealing to its preamble, Giovanni Persico argued the Treaty of Paris had a broader 
mandate than a plain-text reading suggested. Persico asserted that the ECSC had the freedom 
to determine how to address issues because their respective parliaments had ratified the treaty 
“specifically to solve problems arising from economic issues and the preamble” (CA 1952, p. 
94)[A.T.32]. Merkatz also invoked the preamble to justify his position. Merkatz argued, “what 
is clear from the Treaty, and in particular from its preamble, is that the accomplishment of 
this task corresponds to the true meaning” (CA 1952, p. 84)[A.T.33]. The claims made by 
Persico and Merkatz illustrate that different interpretations of the treaty’s articles, clauses and 
preamble were used to justify preferred political positions. The practice of instrumentalising 
the jurisprudential interpretation of treaties and constitutions to advance political preferences 
is common throughout history (Richards & Kritzer 2002). 
 
The Preamble to the Treaty of Paris: 
“CONSIDERING that world peace can be safeguarded only by creative efforts 
commensurate with the dangers that threaten it, CONVINCED that the contribution 
which an organized and vital Europe can make to civilisation is indispensable to the 
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maintenance of peaceful relations, RECOGNISING that Europe can be built only 
through practical achievements which will first of all create real solidarity, and 
through the establishment of common bases for economic development, ANXIOUS to 
help, by expanding their basic production, to raise the standard of living and further 
the works of peace, RESOLVED to substitute for age-old rivalries the merging of 
their essential interests; to create, by establishing an economic community, the basis 
for a broader and deeper community among peoples long divided by bloody conflicts; 
and to lay the foundations for institutions which will give direction to a destiny 
henceforward shared”. (ECSCT 1951, Preamble, p. 3)[Capitalisation in original] 
 
Phrases such as: ‘by creative efforts,’ ‘practical achievements,’ ‘the basis for a broader and 
deeper community,’ and ‘a destiny henceforward shared’ motivated Merkatz and Persico. The 
Preamble to the Treaty of Paris had a rich, malleable and ambiguous discursive repertoire. 
This interpretative flexibility was problematic within the context of unresolved sovereignty.  
 
ECSC member Alberto Giovannini recognised that this kind of ambiguity would be a source 
of conflict. In his address, Giovannini maintained that confusion over proceeding toward 
drafting the EPC Treaty was “inherent to and logically linked with the source of [the] 
Assembly, which constitutes a problem arising from the many unknowns of the Schuman 
Plan itself” (CA 1952, p. 95)[A.T.34]. Giovannini claimed that the unknowns of the Schuman 
Plan precipitated unknowns in the Schuman Plan Conference that then generated problems for 
the ECSC. 
  
On the third day of the inaugural session two motions were tabled, the Debré motion and the 
Mollet motion. The Debré motion, A Study to Enable Parliaments to Discuss a Project of 
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Political Authority, prescribed that a commission of 25 study an EPC treaty. The motion did 
not refer to Article 38 of the EDC Treaty and instructed that a ‘silent commission’ rather than 
a ‘public’ Assembly undertake the work. Debré’s motion reflected his interest in the political 
project while addressing his concern with public and parliamentary perceptions. The Mollet 
motion, Accepting the Council of Ministers Proposal, encapsulated the proposal Konrad 
Adenauer had recommended to the Assembly. It stipulated the Council of Ministers’ 
instruction, Article 38 of the EDC Treaty, and instructed that studying and drafting a treaty 
for a ‘European Political Community’ be tasked to a public ad hoc Assembly of 87 members.  
 
Before the motions were put to a vote, François de Menthon, President of the Council of 
Europe’s Consultative Assembly, spoke. Menthon endorsed the achievements of the Paris 
Treaty and voiced support for the Mollet motion. He then reminded the Assembly that 
Adenauer was president of an institution that by its nature was imbued with national mandate. 
Menthon argued that because the Council of Ministers were the foreign ministers of the six 
ECSC member-states, Adenauer’s proposal necessarily carried a “specific mandate provided 
by our six governments” (CA 1952, p. 99)[A.T.35]. Menthon went on to assert that 
Adenauer’s proposal also possessed a general European mandate. Menthon argued that the 
Council of Ministers’ proposal “flow[ed] very precisely from, resolution 14,” which the 
Council of Europe had passed five months earlier. In 1952, the Council of Europe had 
fourteen member states: Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, 
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Turkey, and the United Kingdom. Thus, 
Menthon suggested the proposal had the merit of sanction from an organisation with broad 
European membership (CA 1952, p. 99)[A.T.36].  
 
In the context of an emerging Cold War and the progress made on drafting the European 
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Defence Community Treaty (EDC), the Council of Europe (CoE) passed resolution 14. 
Resolution 14 instructed that a “constitution [for] a supranational Political Authority” 
accompany the EDC Treaty, and advised that the appropriate body to prepare the treaty for a 
“Political Community” was the ECSC Common Assembly (CoE 1952). The CoE resolution 
referred to the un-ratified EDC Treaty just as the proposal from the Council of Ministers had 
done. Article 33 of the EDC Treaty stipulated that the prospective EDC Assembly be identical 
to the ECSC Assembly. Resolution 14 thereby conclude that the “Assembly for which 
provision is made in the Treaty setting up the European Coal and Steel Community” should 
take responsibility for drafting the supranational EPC Treaty “as soon as this Assembly has 
been established” (CoE 1952).  
 
Menthon’s appeal to resolution 14 did not overcome the legal and political jeopardy that 
concerned Struye. Instead, it compounded it. Struye had warned it was unwise to proceed 
with drafting an EPC Treaty on the basis of an article in an un-ratified treaty. Menthon’s 
solution was to invoke a separate resolution that itself relied on the self-same un-ratified 
treaty.  
 
Menthon, Adenauer, Monnet, Spaak and others in the Common Assembly sought to advance 
the European political project by whatever means necessary, prioritising expediency over 
technical and political prudence. Struye tried to temper this urge stating, “Europe will not 
become a reality by acting rashly but instead by observing the rules accorded to us in this first 
stage” (CA 1952, p. 78)[A.T.37]. Teitgen dismissed Struye and bristled at the notion that the 
EPC might be delayed by “some legal quibbling” (CA 1952, p. 80)[A.T.38]. Teitgen tried to 
rally the Assembly: 
 
Honours IV – Government & International Relations – SID450312650 	 62	
“We have been waiting for four years. Finally, we have the capacity to make our will 
a reality… No more procedures! To action: a treaty and a constitution”! (CA 1952, p. 
80)[A.T.39]. 
 
Once all the members of the Common Assembly who wanted to speak had spoken, the 
chamber voted on the two motions. The Debré motion failed7. By a show of hands, the Mollet 
motion passed with overwhelming support. There were fifty-one (51) yeas, four (4) nays and 
four (4) abstentions.  
 
After a brief discussion regarding the procedure for voting by proxy and how to address ad 
hoc Assembly absences due to ill health, Paul-Henri Spaak brought the inaugural session of 
the ECSC Common Assembly to a close.  
 
*** 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
																																																								7	The yeas, nays and abstentions do not appear in the debate transcript: CA 1952	
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The Inaugural Joint Session 
 
This section details the debate that took place on 22nd June 1953, during the inaugural joint 
session of the ECSC Common Assembly and the Council of Europe’s Consultative Assembly. 
Ostensibly, the purpose of the joint session was to discuss the achievements of the ECSC, 
issues the community ought to address, and invite comment from countries not yet members 
but considering future ascension. The session, however, took a turn, when members Willi 
Birkelbach and Michel Debré assumed the floor. Their sharp attacks against the ECSC, 
supranationality, and the plans the community had for further political integration turned the 
session from a superficial discussion of technical processes into an impassioned debate over 
first principles.    
 
 
Jean Monnet, the chief steward of the ECSC, made the opening address. Monnet’s depiction 
of his first year as President of the High Authority demonstrated he saw the ECSC as the first 
step on the road to a United States of Europe. Monnet described Europe’s new institutions as 
the “beginnings of a united Europe” and confirmed the directives of the High Authority were 
being “carried out in our six countries as if they were but one country” (CoE 1953, p. 9). 
Noting that the United States had appointed a permanent delegation to the community, 
Monnet indicated the ECSC was recognised internationality as an independent and 
autonomous body. He then quoted President Eisenhower:  
 
“The Coal and Steel Community appears to me to be the most hopeful and 
constructive development so far toward the economic and political integration of 
Europe” (CoE 1953, p. 9-10).  
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Next, Monnet raised the recently completed European Political Community Treaty (EPC). 
The ECSC member-states had already signed the EPC Treaty; all that remained was for their 
respective parliaments to ratify it. Revealing once more his abiding belief in the power of 
institutions, Monnet stated: 
 
“Rules and institutions do not change men’s natures but they do bring about a change 
in their behaviour towards one another” (CoE 1953, p. 11) 
 
Monnet told the chamber that the political community enshrined in the EPC Treaty would be 
the surest way of placing the “peoples of Europe in the paths of peace” (CoE 1953, p. 12). 
 
After Monnet had finished, Margaretha Klompé, the only female member of the joint session, 
spoke. Klompé was a member of the ECSC Common Assembly, the Council of Europe’s 
Consultative Assembly, and appointed to the ad hoc Assembly that drafted the EPC Treaty. 
Klompé argued that “European unity [was] of primary importance as the keystone of peaceful 
world conditions” (CoE 1953, p. 13). She acknowledged the threat posed by the Soviet Union 
but advised that the European community “must not be built by fear” (CoE 1953, p. 13). 
Rather, Klompé argued, European integration must be motivated by “political, economic, social 
and moral reasons” (CoE 1953, p. 13). Next, Klompé reiterated that the nations of the Council 
of Europe were invited to join the ECSC. Acknowledging some misgivings, Klompé noted: 
“we understand and appreciate the reasons why at this stage your Governments are not 
prepared to accept the transfer of powers to the supranational Community” (CoE 1953, p. 15). 
The belief that supranationality conflicted with national sovereignty was the basis for their 
reluctance. 
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Klompé then offered an account of European integration that was hard to reconcile with 
reality. On the one hand, the founders of the ECSC and those that had drafted the EPC Treaty 
were moving toward comprehensive political integration; on the other hand, Klompé assured 
those considering ECSC ascension that the future of the community was “left… open, so that 
it may develop freely” (CoE 1953, p. 15). Assembly members who had read the text of the 
EPC Treaty would have recognised an inconsistency.  
 
Article 5 of the 1953 European Political Community Treaty: 
“The Community, together with the European Coal and Steel Community and the 
European Defence Community, shall constitute a single legal entity…” (EPCT 1953, 
Article 6, p. 12) 
 
Article 6 of the 1953 European Political Community Treaty: 
“The Community shall exercise all such powers and competencies as are conferred 
upon it by the present Statute or by subsequent enactment…” (EPCT 1953, Article 6, 
p. 13) 
 
Article 5 of the EPC Treaty integrated the industrial coordination and common market of the 
ECSC, and the central command and European army of the European Defence Community 
Treaty,8 into one supranational body with a federal construction. The EPC Treaty mandated 
an executive branch, a bicameral legislative branch, a supreme judicial branch, and councils 
for foreign, economic and social matters. According to its text, the EPC Treaty granted 
federal authority over: “human rights; fundamental freedoms; security; foreign policy; 
																																																								8	EDCT 1952 Article 19, p. 172; Article 9, p. 169	
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economic expansion; growth of employment; rising standard of living” (EPCT 1953, Article 
2, p. 59).  
 
The Executive Council was empowered to make decisions that were “binding in all aspects” 
(EPCT 1953, Article 33, p. 75). The Parliament could make recommendations that were 
“binding as regards the aims” (EPCT 1953, Article 54, p. 85). Finally, the Court had “sole 
jurisdiction to decide on the validity of decisions or recommendations… in cases where such 
validity [was] contested in litigation before a national Court” (EPCT 1953, Article 44, p. 80-
1). 
 
There should be no confusion. If ratified, the EPC Treaty would have instituted a United 
States of Europe. To dispel any doubt, when Paul-Henri Spaak presented the finished treaty to 
the six foreign ministers, he began his speech with these words: 
 
“It is obviously impracticable in the federal government of these states, to secure all 
rights of independent sovereignty to each, and yet provide for the interest and safety of 
all; individuals entering into society, must give up a share of liberty to preserve the 
rest” (Spaak 1953, p. 147) 
 
Spaak was quoting George Washington from 17th September 1787. Spaak had chosen these 
words for such an auspicious occasion because for him there was an evident historical 
parallel: the ad hoc Assembly in Strasbourg was akin to the Constitutional Convention in 
Philadelphia. Invoking the history of the United States, Spaak asked: 
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“Why should not our fate be the same as theirs? If we show the same boldness and the 
same courage there is no sound reason why we should not hope for the same success” 
(Spaak 1953, p. 149). 
 
Given the nature of the treaties awaiting ratification, the permissive portrayal Klompé gave of 
community association failed to convince some of the members in the joint session. 
  
George Chetwynd outlined the British position. Chetwynd noted the analogy Prime Minister 
Winston Churchill had conjured that “we must have a look at the girl before we marry her” 
(CoE 1953, p. 27). Chetwynd discussed a variety of options the United Kingdom might 
consider, none of which included joining what he called the European ‘experiment’ (CoE 
1953, p. 24).  Chetwynd confirmed: 
 
“… nothing has happened to convince either the Government or the people of Great 
Britain that we can surrender a part of our sovereignty in vital industrial fields to a 
supranational body linked with a political federal unit” (CoE 1953, p. 22). 
 
Willi Birkelbach spoke next. A member of the German socialist party, Birkelbach had voted 
against ratifying the Treaty of Paris in the Bundestag. Making no pretence of propriety, 
Birkelbach condemned the High Authority’s ‘dictatorial attitude.’ Birkelbach considered the 
autonomy of its executive authority reason enough to reject the ECSC as a suitable “model for 
European integration” (CoE 1953, p. 30). Arguing that the founders of the ECSC had 
endowed the High Authority with excessive power and competencies that conflicted with 
national sovereignty, Birkelbach concluded further political integration must not adopt the 
ECSC framework. Birkelbach complained there was an unbalanced relationship between the 
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High Authority and the Common Assembly, and noted the European Parliament of the EPC 
Treaty had only been accorded “very restricted powers” (CoE 1953, p. 30). The Birkelbach 
critique from 1953 is remarkably similar to Jürgen Habermas’s analysis more than 40 years 
later. Two years after the Maastricht Treaty came into force Habermas warned: “as long as the 
European Parliament is equipped with only weak competences, [Commission] 
pronouncements and enactments lack direct democratic legitimation” (1995, p. 303).  
 
Birkelbach then raised concerns about the shift in priorities he perceived between the 1951 
Paris Treaty and the 1953 EPC Treaty. He noted that the EPC Treaty provided expanded 
powers of taxation without adopting the “same procedure for an active social policy as that 
laid down in Article 3 of the [Paris] Treaty” (CoE 1953, p. 33).  
 
Article 3 of the Treaty of Paris: 
“The institutions of the Community shall, within the limits of their respective powers, 
in the common interest:  
(e) promote improved working conditions and an improved standard of living for the 
workers in each of the industries for which it is responsible, so as to make possible 
their harmonisation while the improvement is being maintained” (ECSCT 1951 
Article 3, § (e), p. 8). 
 
Birkelbach condemned the trajectory of integration, arguing the community was 
subordinating comprehensive social policy in favour of economic and industrial prerogatives. 
Almost 65 years later, in How Will Capitalism End?, Wolfgang Streeck (2016) offered a 
similar critique of the EU. Streeck argues that one of the primary causes of the European 
crisis is the lack of “provision in the treaties for turning the European Monetary Union into an 
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arrangement for international redistribution” (2016, p. 139). Streeck contends that the absence 
of meaningful fiscal competencies to enact EU-wide social welfare undermines the project. 
Bickelbach argued the Schuman Plan Conference had designed a Community for the benefit 
of industry and producers without ensuring the protection of “wage-earners in their struggle 
for a share in the social product” (CoE 1953, p. 35). Streeck reaches the same conclusion in 
diagnosing the crisis of the European Union (cf. 2014; 2016).  
  
If Bickelbach’s rebuke of the ECSC and its plans for further integration were not enough to 
fully exercise the chamber, Debré’s harangue finished the job. Michel Debré argued 
forcefully that the ECSC should not be the model for European political integration:  
 
“The main principle of the Coal and Steel Community… [is that] States are asked to 
surrender their sovereignty. Now any surrender of sovereignty implies establishment 
of, or subjection to, a new sovereignty, in this case European sovereignty” (CoE 1953, 
p. 38). 
 
 Debré explained that ‘European sovereignty’ would require a ‘European nation’. Given the 
commonalities nationhood implied, i.e. a common language, culture, traditions, a common 
public and social sphere, Debré argued it was “unrealistic and fallacious” to believe one could 
‘create’ a European nation (CoE 1953, p. 38). Asserting that the “sine qua non of democracy 
[was] the authority of the nation-State,” Debré maintained the ECSC had no authority to 
create the conditions for nationhood that might legitimise the sovereignty it presumed to 
wield (CoE 1953, p. 38-9). Debré noted:  
 
“Whether we like it or not, the fact is that Europe is not a single nation and does not 
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constitute a single sovereignty. It consists of a group of nations. To set up a 
Government based on a non-existent nation and to expect this authority to rule over 
Governments securely based upon their respective nations is to court disaster … the 
path we have taken leads nowhere” (CoE 1953, p. 39).  
  
Numerous contemporary studies of the EU discuss the absence of a European nation. Jan 
Zielonka (1998), Jürgen Habermas (1995) and Janis Varoufakis (2016) have all prescribed 
some form of ‘social and political nationalising’ as a means of resolving the EU’s present 
crises. Zielonka suggests the “challenge for the Union is not so much to squeeze all different 
national identities, but to create a European one” (1998, p. 83). Habermas advocates “a 
European-networked civil society, a European-wide political public sphere and a common 
political culture” (1995, p. 304). Varoufakis cites the absence of a ‘European demos,’ noting 
the Union requires a “body politic that can legitimize it” (2016, p. 385).  
 
Remarkably, whether assessed in 1953 by Debré or by Zielonka, Habermas and Varoufakis 
closer to the present day, the same conclusion emerges: the supranational framework designed 
to integrate Europe implied a kind of European sovereignty that was reliant upon 
commonalities of cultural, political and social life that had never existed and could not be 
established by its institutions.  
  
During his speech to the joint session, Debré had elevated what had been set-aside during the 
Schuman Plan Conference negotiations. Debré recognised the founders of the ECSC had 
attempted to institutionalise a “new form of sovereignty” (CoE 1953, p. 41). Debré argued 
that in pursuit of its political project, the ECSC was “riding roughshod over nationalist 
feelings” (CoE 1953, p. 44). In closing, Debré gave his opinion of the ECSC. This view of the 
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ECSC had striking parallels with what today is called Euroscepticism (cf. Taggart 1998):  
 
“Politically it is ineffective, for, though there is some significance in supranationalism 
when this takes the form of an association of legally constituted Governments, it loses 
all meaning when it raises deep political issues such as the replacement of national 
sovereignty by a non-existent European sovereignty” (CoE 1953, p. 44). 
 
Once Debré had finished his speech a series of members rose in defence of the ECSC. 
Fernand Dehousse and Roger Motz challenged Debré’s conception of nation-state sovereignty 
asserting the “State is already utterly outmoded” (CoE 1953, p. 91). Motz argued that 
absolutist or essentialist understandings of national sovereignty were anachronistic due to the 
effect of advanced “economic co-operation” (CoE 1953, p. 71). Pre-empting Krasner’s 
argument about the impact of ‘globalisation’ (1999, p. 12), Motz maintained that a re-
evaluation of national sovereignty was the “natural outcome of conditions of production in the 
modern world and represents a force to which all nations must submit, however much they 
may oppose it and whatever their feelings may be” (CoE 1953, p. 71).  
 
Lapie was the next to defend the vision for a united Europe. Lapie argued that national-
sovereignty was the problem and finding “fissures” in its edifice the solution (CoE 1953, p. 
76). Suggesting that ideas about nation-state sovereignty must evolve, Lapie asked: 
 
“What on earth should we be doing here, any of us, whether we be members of the 
Consultative Assembly or of the Common Assembly, if we were not straining every 
nerve to loosen the existing barriers, be they sentimental, economic or diplomatic, 
between the various nations?” (CoE 1953, p. 76). 
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The next speaker, Laffargue, argued that stubbornly clinging to antiquated ideas about 
national sovereignty had persistently “led [Europe] into war” (CoE 1953, p. 88). Laffargue 
accused Debré of demagoguery, of conjuring up the “spectre of a Political Community in 
which nations would disappear” (CoE 1953, p. 86). Forgetting that Debré had argued 
European sovereignty required ‘national elements’ to make it legitimate, Laffargue asserted: 
 
“There nowhere exists, whether it be in the High Authority or the proposals of the Ad 
Hoc Assembly, however daring they may be, anything calculated to expunge on any 
grounds or in any way, with the basic principle of the nation, to destroy the very idea 
of national existence” (CoE 1953, p. 86). 
 
The challenge for these men was that they spoke at cross-purposes. They were not meeting on 
each other’s terms. The institutions of the ECSC demanded a reconsideration of nation-state 
sovereignty; elements of European nationhood would legitimise European sovereignty; the 
institutions of the ECSC were not going to erase nations on the European continent. These 
positions were mutually compatible despite the political conflict they generated.  
  
Jean Monnet gave the closing address. Surprisingly, Monnet considered the preceding debate 
over the fundamental principle of supranationality a blessing. Instead of recognising there was 
something antagonistic, contentious, conflicted and contradictory about the institutions he 
helped create, Monnet believed: 
 
“Such freedom of expression, the frankness with which the representatives of 
countries which are not Members of the Community put their questions, and the frank 
manner in which Representatives to the Common Assembly stated their objections 
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are, to me, an assurance that in holding this meeting to-day we have succeeded in 
finding a form of procedure which will, in the not distant future, yield excellent 
results” (CoE 1953, p. 118) 
 
Monnet was wrong. He would not reap his excellent results. A little over a year later the 
dream was over. When the EPC and EDC Treaties both failed ratification in the French 
Assemblée on 30th August 1954, the United States of Europe died. According to the thesis of 
unresolved sovereignty, the United States of Europe was a stillborn project. 
 
*** 
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Concluding Remarks 
 
This dissertation intended to identify and understand the origins of the present crises plaguing 
the European Union. In so doing, it returned to the moment the EU was born: the Schuman 
Plan Conference of 1950-51 and the creation of the European Coal and Steel Community that 
provided the blueprint for today’s supranational structure. 
 
The analysis of primary material surrounding the development and design of the ECSC 
institutional arrangement informed the dissertation’s core argument: the unresolved 
sovereignty thesis. According to this thesis, the preconditions for the present crises of the EU 
were imprinted into the institutional design of its progenitor, the ECSC. Because the founders 
of the ECSC held particular conceptions and maintained certain assumptions concerning 
nation-state sovereignty, they entered the Schuman Plan Conference with specific institutional 
preferences. Further, the founders of the ECSC held that this sui generis supranational 
institution would be endowed with a degree of autonomy and possessed of certain 
competencies that could not be challenged by the interests of member-state parliaments.  
 
This dissertation has termed this notion of supranational authority European sovereignty, i.e. 
the power to ‘decide upon the exception’ allocated to European-level institutions. As with 
ideas about nation-state sovereignty, understandings about what was meant by European 
sovereignty lay on a spectrum for individual founders. Rather than foreground questions of 
sovereignty during the ECSC drafting conference, the founders adopted a pragmatic form of 
institution building based upon compromise, exigency and accident.  
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In the final analysis, no delegate or delegation that took part in the Schuman Plan Conference 
got precisely what they wanted, meaning the 1951 Paris Treaty was unlike anything the 
delegates had conceived of before their collaboration.  
 
One implication of this dissertation and the unresolved sovereignty thesis is a general 
confirmation of certain aspects of path dependency theory. The achievements of the Schuman 
Plan Conference show that the process of institutional design can generate unintended 
institutional outcomes impacting social, political and economic reality. Therefore, the 
findings of the dissertation enrich intergovernmental, actor-centric studies of integration that 
rely on ‘rational-choice’ theories (cf. Moravcsik 1993; 1998; Keohane 1984). Pierson notes 
that intergovernmentalist approaches do not always “offer convincing evidence that the causal 
processes they infer are actually at work” (1996, p. 157).  This dissertation helps explain 
‘gaps’ that emerge between the intentions and interests of institutional designers and the 
observable outcomes their institutions generate in practice.  
  
Despite the best intentions of institutional architects, institutions and their competencies can 
still produce conflicting and contradictory political, social and economic phenomena. Given 
the outcomes they facilitate, institutions can be seen to constrain future political choices and 
thus condition an institutional trajectory. In such a way, the concept of path dependency 
provides a critical lens through which to study European integration.  
 
Neither the semi-automatic logic of neofunctionalism, nor the rational-choice of deliberative 
and self-interested actors, alone, drove European integration. This dissertation offers an 
account of European integration that occupies a middle-ground synthesis between structuralist 
and behaviouralist/rationalist theories. The choices available to actors necessarily relate to a 
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social and political field populated with actual existing institutions that constrain, influence 
and condition action. That is not to say that institutions and structure determine future 
behaviour. Instead, there is a continual interplay between the agency of the actor and the 
structure within which they operate. Giddens (1986) captures this logic with his theory of 
‘structuration.’ Giddens argues that the “rules and resources drawn upon in the production 
and reproduction of social action are at the same time the means of system reproduction” 
(1986, p. 19). This dissertation developed what Giddens calls the “unintended consequences 
and unacknowledged conditions of action” (1986, p. 329). A thorough understanding of the 
institutional past clarifies explanations of the political present, and when making institutional 
prescriptions one should consider the impact choices in the present have on the future.      
 
When considering the present crisis of the EU, the unresolved sovereignty thesis provides 
some powerful insights: 
i. Because popular sovereignty was not a feature of the Schuman Plan Conference 
deliberations, the institutional architecture of the ECSC possessed no meaningful 
mechanism connecting it to the people of Europe. This omission from the 
institutional design subsequently led to a ‘democratic deficit’;  
ii. Because the status of nation-state sovereignty was not a priority during the 
Schuman Plan Conference, the founders designed institutions inconsistent with the 
expectations and understandings of national sovereignty across the ECSC 
member-states. This inconsistency provoked immediate political conflict within 
member-state parliaments; 
iii. Because the character and scope of European sovereignty were not adequately 
theorised during the Schuman Plan Conference the authority of the supranational 
institutions and the logic underpinning future political integration failed to achieve 
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consensus understanding across the member-states. This conceptual failure 
subsequently led to a ‘legitimacy gap’; and 
iv. The failure of the founders to properly articulate the limits and extent of European 
sovereignty, or resolve the status of nation-state sovereignty, ultimately generated 
the phenomenon known today as Euroscepticism. The first casualties of proto-
Euroscepticism were the European Political Community and European Defence 
Community Treaties that failed ratification in 1954. 
 
This dissertation argues that the failure of the founders to prioritise questions of popular, 
nation-state and European sovereignty during the Schuman Plan Conference was directly 
responsible for the challenges European political integration faced in the years following the 
Paris Treaty of 1951. The immediate consequences include the stillborn project for a United 
States of Europe and the decision to give the Rome Treaty of 1957 a distinctly commercial, 
rather than political orientation (CVCE 2016).   
 
Before considering what prescriptions the unresolved sovereignty thesis suggests for the 
present crises of the EU, we have to ask whether the EU is worth fortifying. Zielonka (2014), 
Gillingham (2016) and Streeck (2016) are among those arguing it may not be. Zielonka 
suggests that seventy years of integration have created indissoluble network relations 
permitting the ‘radical’ proposal that European integration takes place with “less or no EU” 
(Zielonka 2014, p. x). Gillingham claims the EU is “defunct” (Gillingham 2016, p. 18) while 
Streeck advises the social and economic crises can only be resolved through a return to 
“national politics” (Streeck 2016, p. 138). 
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Abandoning the EU project begs the question: what would happen without the EU? 
According to EU officials, Europe without the EU would invite considerable risk, exposing 
member-states to various existential threats. President of the European Council, Donald Tusk, 
cites an assertive China, an aggressive Russia and, global terrorist networks fuelled by 
“anarchy in the Middle East and in Africa” as significant geopolitical threats (2017). Tusk 
sees the EU as the only reliable way of countering the rising threat of authoritarian 
nationalism, populism and xenophobia. In his interview with John Keane, Claus Offe 
reiterated these geopolitical threats and suggested mass-migration and economic stagnation 
were issues that threatened to overcome Europe without effective collective action (Keane 
2017). When surveyed, EU citizens list immigration (38%), terrorism (29%) and economic 
stagnation (18%) as the three most important issues facing Europe at present (Eurobarometer 
2018). Finally, Timothy Snyder maintains that the idea of Europe as a continent of nation-
states is apocryphal. According to Snyder, abandoning the EU is not an option since there is 
“little evidence that the European state, at least as generations of Europeans have taken it for 
granted, can exist without either empire or integration” (2018).  
 
Given the geographic position of Europe and its great-power neighbour, the reality of a highly 
integrated global economy, the cross-border character of terrorism and, the global impact and 
causes of climate change, European member-states find themselves confronting numerous 
challenges that are collective in nature and necessarily require collective solutions. There are 
solid grounds for believing that without the EU certain European member-states would find 
themselves unable to overcome genuine existential threats in the future. These are practical 
rather than normative reasons to see the EU as an institution worth fortifying. Additionally, 
empiric data shows that the people of Europe want the EU to address collective issues: 75% 
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of EU citizens support “a common defence and security policy” and 66% support “a common 
foreign policy” for the member-states of the EU (Eurobarometer 2018).  
 
This dissertation concludes that fortifying the EU and overcoming its crisis conditions, will 
require that the issue of sovereignty be, at last, comprehensively addressed. In particular, one 
must understand the concerns of those most politically opposed to the project and incorporate 
these into policy prescriptions. To continue to ignore the Eurosceptic position and refuse to 
meet Eurosceptics on their terms would be to ignore critical findings of this dissertation.  
 
Euroscepticism is a phenomenon provoked by the institutions of the EU and has thus endured 
a symbiotic relationship throughout the history of European integration. The more forcefully 
Euroscepticism is resisted by the institutions that gave rise to it, the more politically 
legitimised the Eurosceptic position becomes. This empathy does not mean becoming a slave 
to reactionary politics. Instead, one needs to understand what issues and interests Eurosceptics 
obscure when they make appeals to sovereignty. We need to uncover what is meant when the 
Farages, Le Pens and Orbáns of Europe cry: ‘Sovereignty’! (Syal 2015; Chrisafis 2016; Than 
2013). 
 
Exposing the sovereignty question reveals ‘identity concerns’ anchored in culture, tradition, 
language, history, demographics, ethnicity and religion. Indeed, Fukuyama argues that the 
contemporary political arena has shifted from one dominated by economic concerns to one 
“defined by identity” (2018, p. 6). Would it be unreasonable for the EU to leave these spheres 
of social and political life under the authority of local constituents, i.e. authorised by popular 
sovereignty? Are issues of identity and culture a necessary dimension of European 
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sovereignty? This dissertation suggests, and its thesis prescribes, a proper delineation of the 
limit and scope of three forms of sovereignty. 
 
This dissertation proposes a new concept of sovereignty for Europe: polycentric sovereignty. 
Under polycentric sovereignty, the specific nature of issues determine legitimate authority: 
i. Collective issues fall under the authority of the EU (as the supranational body 
legitimised by European sovereignty); 
ii. National issues fall under the authority of member-states (as the governing body 
legitimised by nation-state sovereignty); and 
iii. Local/Regional issues fall under the authority of geographically localised regions 
(as constituents legitimised by popular sovereignty).  
 
The taxonomy of issue areas is: collective, national and local/regional:  
i. Collective issues are those tasks and needs that only collective action can address 
(Hardin 1982). Other issues are collective because they emanate from areas of 
political and economic life that have long since breached the absolutism of nation-
state authority (Kupchan & Kupchan 1995). Collective issues are therefore 
theorised within conceptions of European sovereignty and associated with the 
power and competency of supranational authority;  
ii. National issues are those tasks and needs best managed by member-state 
parliaments because at the supranational level the existing network of domestic 
norms, institutions and customs cannot be comparably understood (Checkel 1999). 
National issues are therefore theorised within conceptions of nation-state 
sovereignty and associated with the power and competency of national governing 
authorities; and  
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iii. Local/regional issues are those relating to identity and culture that serve to 
preserve the diversity and distinction of European member-states and their 
respective regions (Keating 1998). Issues of culture and identity are therefore 
theorised within conceptions of popular sovereignty and associated with the power 
and competency of regional authorities. 
 
Coda 
 
The ultimate implication of this dissertation is that to survive, the EU needs a radical re-think. 
The EU must jettison the notion that an elite project of enlightened technocrats can generate 
solutions, identify issue areas, and promulgate jurisprudence for all dimensions of European 
social, political and economic life. One solution to the present crises afflicting the EU is to 
simultaneously evolve and devolve authority in Europe according to the concept of 
polycentric sovereignty. By developing a comprehensive understanding of European issues, 
needs and threats, European issues can be identified as those that can only be addressed 
collectively, those best handled nationally, and those that ought to be dealt with locally.  
 
For example, consider the issue of the Syrian refugees seeking asylum from 2012 to the 
present. Under the concept of polycentric sovereignty, the large number of migrants seeking 
refuge in Europe should, in the first instance, be identified as a collective issue. The decision 
to settle Syrian refugees within Europe’s borders, as well as the total number the EU will 
accept, should be made at the supranational level. If the EU decides refugees should be 
accepted as either temporary or permanent residents and settled in the member states, this 
matter devolves to national authorities. The decision to re-settle refugees would be made 
voluntarily and national authorities would inform the EU as to numbers. Separately, the EU 
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could take collective action such as the establishment of EU refugee camps or, the negotiation 
and financing of safe-zones in neighbouring third-countries. In the case where a region such 
as Berlin decided to accept refugees while Munich and Stuttgart did not, Berlin has the 
authority - legitimised through the popular sovereignty of Berliners - to make these 
arrangements with the EU, provided their actions comply with German law and do not intrude 
upon the popular sovereignty of those regions not similarly inclined. Had the EU adopted the 
concept of polycentric sovereignty during the Syrian refugee crisis, it is unlikely Europe 
would be experiencing the present rise in right-wing nationalism. Nationalist-populist parties 
that amplify and exploit xenophobia have been politically legitimised through the failure of 
the EU to recognise the importance of identity and culture at the level of localised popular 
sovereignty (Yilmaz, 2012).  
 
 
 
 
Figure 1. Polycentric Sovereignty. Source: Author’s own. 
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European sovereignty, i.e. the landscape of European Union competencies, should be 
understood of as a form of absolute authority over collective issues, a suggestive power 
concerning national issues, and a force that remains respectfully silent on localised issues of 
identity and culture (see: Figure 1.). It remains the task of future research to find the way to 
devolve and evolve authority according to the concept of polycentric sovereignty without 
giving in to the malignant tendencies of xenophobia, chauvinism and destructive nationalism.  
 
 
FIN. 
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Appendix A 
 
Author’s translations.  
Order as per dissertation.  
 
1. Les institutions créées par le Plan Schuman et le Plan Pleven ouvriront une brèche dans la 
citadelle de la souveraineté nationale qui barre la route à l’unité de l’Europe et qui n’a été 
manacé par aucun des accords internationaux de coopération que nous connaisons bien 
 
1. The institutions created by the Schuman and Pleven Plans have finally breached the 
citadel of sovereignty that for so long barred the path to a united Europe, an edifice 
that was never threatened by any of the international agreements we are familiar with  
 
2. ces rapports juridiques se déploient dans un système qui ne relève déjà plus du droit 
international, mais plutôt d'un droit fédéral, ou encore, comme le dit avec plus de prudence en 
plusieurs de ses dispositions le Traité, supranational 
 
2. these legal relations are unfolding in a system that no longer falls under 
international law but rather federal law, or, as is stated more prudently in several of 
the treaty’s provisions: supranational 
 
3. L'essentiel de notre proposition est de créer, au-delà des souverainetés nationales, une 
autorité supranationale, une autorité commune aux pays participants, une autorité qui soit 
l'expression de la solidarité entre ces pays et entre les mains de laquelle ils réalisent une 
fusion partielle de leurs souverainetés nationales 
 
3. The essence of our proposal is to create a supranational authority that supersedes 
national sovereignty; a common authority for the member states, an authority that 
expresses the solidarity between these countries and in which a portion of their 
national sovereignties are merged and entrusted 
 
4. « Faire l'Europe » serait, en définitive, créer une autorité européenne unique, souveraine 
 
4. ‘Creating Europe’ ultimately means creating a unique European sovereign 
authority 
 
5. Diese Gegenüberstellung ergibt für Europa die weltpolitische Notwendigkeit des 
Zusammenschlusses. 
 
5. This comparison indicates the global-political necessity of merger for Europe 
 
6. Dann werden sie gerne auf einen Teil ihrer Souveranitat verzichten, um sich vor 
Hungersnot, Bankrott und Krieg zu retten 
 
6. They will then gladly give up some of their sovereignty to save themselves from 
famine, bankruptcy and war 
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7. l’oeuvre que nous voulions commencer déjà il y a quatre ans, en 1948, c’est-à-dire 
l’élaboration des bases politiques et de la direction politique, n’a pas, à tort, été commence 
 
7. The project we wanted to start as many as four years ago, since 1948, that is to say 
the development of a political foundation and a political direction, has been prudently 
initiated 
 
8. Peut-il exister une véritable politique européenne du charbon et de l'acier sans une politique 
économique et sociale commune, c'est-àdire sans une autorité politique ayant pouvoir de 
décision? 
 
8. Could there be genuine European coal and steel policy without a common 
economic and social policy, in other words, without a political authority with 
decision-making power? 
 
9. Les pouvoirs de la Fédération se substituent à ceux des États membres dans la mesure où 
les dispositions de la présente Constitution le prescrivent 
 
9. The powers of the Federation shall supersede those of the Member States insofar as 
the provisions of this Constitution prescribe 
 
10. Ce n'est qu'au moment où nous demandions l'institution d'une conférence, à laquelle seuls 
les pays qui accepteraient d'avance le principe d'une autorité supranationale auraient le droit 
de participer que nous avons constaté qu'il y avait un fosse entre nous 
 
10. It was at the moment we suggested establishing a conference where the right to 
participate was premised upon countries accepting in advance the principle of a 
supranational authority, that the gulf between our two sides became apparent 
 
11. M. Monnet tenait essentiellement à ne pas compromettre le lancement de l’idée par les 
inévitables indiscrétions, discussions et marchandages qui se seraient produits s’il avait fallu 
consulter les “milieux intéressés” 
 
11. Mr. Monnet was anxious not to compromise the launch of the idea by the 
inevitable indiscretions, discussions and haggling that would have occurred had it 
been necessary to consult the ‘interested circles’ 
 
12. l’importance du Plan Schuman et la « révolution » qu’il impliquait sur le plan politique 
dans les rapports entre les différents États 
 
12. the importance of the Schuman Plan and the political ‘revolution’ it implied for 
relations between the different States 
 
13. et n’avait toujours pas trouvé « l’oiseau rare qui devait être le Monnet allemand » 
 
13. and had still not found ‘that rarest of creatures, a German Monnet’ 
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14. Ob die Italiener wirklich begriffen hätten, dass es sich nicht um einen diplomatischen 
Vertrag hier handele, sondern um die Schaffung neuer Realitäten 
 
14. Whether the Italians fully understood that we are not dealing with a diplomatic 
treaty but rather the creation of a new reality 
 
15. En principe, la Cour ne se substitue jamais à la Haute Autorité. Elle ne peut jamais 
apprécier l’opportunité d’une décision mais seulement sa légalité telle qu'elle est déterminée 
par le traité 
 
15. As a principle the Court never supersedes the High Authority. It can never assess 
the suitability of a decision, only its legality as determined by the treaty 
 
16. La Haute Autorité et la Cour de justice sont composées toutes deux de personnalités 
absolument indépendantes, qui ne doivent garder aucun lien avec les États. A cet égard, elles 
constituent une réalisation très avancée et, pour ainsi dire, parfaite de la communauté 
supranationale 
 
16. The High Authority and the Court of Justice are both composed of completely 
independent members who should have no connection whatsoever to the member 
states. In this respect they constitute an advanced and perhaps ideal achievement for 
the supranational community 
 
17. L'attribution fondamentale de l'Assemblée réside dans l'examen du rapport annuel de la 
Haute Autorité 
 
17. The Assembly’s primary function is the examination of the High Authority’s 
annual report  
 
18. fusionné leurs souverainetés 
 
18. merged their sovereignty 
 
19. la souveraineté ainsi conferee 
 
19. sovereignty thus conferred 
 
20. L’ensemble des organes ainsi prévu n’entre pas dans un cadre théorique conçu a priori. Il 
a pour objet de répondre à des nécessités pratiques qui découlent du caractère limité de la 
fusion des souverainetés 
 
20. The set of institutions herby presented are not based upon an a priori theoretical 
framework. Instead, they are a response to practical needs that arise due to the 
limited nature of the merger of sovereignty 
 
21. l'autorité supranationale sera indépendante dans ses décisions aussi bien à l'égard des 
gouvernements qu'à l’égard des intérêts particuliers 
 
21. the supranational authority will be a decision-making body independent of both 
governments and special interests 
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22. Nous sommes tous soucieux que l’action de la Haute Autorité s’exerce dans des 
conditions démocratiques… Aussi est-il nécessaire d'assurer la responsabilité effective de 
cette Autorité devant des représentants élus 
 
22. We are conscious that the competencies of the High Authority need to be exercised 
democratically… It is therefore necessary to ensure that the Authority is accountable 
to elected representatives 
 
23. Vous êtes appelés tout d’abord à exercer votre activité dans le cadre qui vous est tracé 
dans le traité de la Communauté charbon-acier; mais, confiant dans le dynamisme qui est en 
vous, le Conseil de ministres a cru devoir vous prier d’assumer, au delà de ce que prévoit le 
traité, une autre tâche de très grande importance, afin d’accélérer ainsi le développement 
politique de l’Europe  
 
23. You are called first and foremost to exercise your activity within the framework set 
out by the Coal and Steel Community Treaty; trusting however in your inner 
dynamism the Council of Ministers has thought fit to ask you to assume, besides what 
is foreseen by the treaty, a separate task of great importance, therewith accelerating 
the political development of Europe 
 
24. les membres de l'Assemblée de la Commuqauté charbon-acier sont invités à élaborer le 
projet d'un traité instituant une communauté politique européenne 
 
24. The members of the Assembly of the Coal and Steel Community are invited to 
develop a plan for a draft treaty for the establishment of a European Political 
Community 
 
25. Quant au fond, il y a, me paraît-il aussi, une atteinte à l'autorité de nos Parlements 
respectifs 
 
25. As to the substance, it seems to me to represent something of an attack upon the 
authority of our respective Parliaments 
 
26. Ce sont nos Parlements qui ont donné force et vigueur au traité de la Communauté 
européenne du charbon et de l'acier… Mais ces Parlements… en nous attribuant une mission 
nettement déterminée: le contrôle… du marché commun du charbon et de l'acier. Ce n'est pas 
une autre mission que notre Parlement nous a confiée. Et voici que six ministers… nous 
chargent d'une mission toute différente, passant au-dessus de la volonté de nos Parlements 
respectifs et sans que ceux-ci aient la possibilité de donner leur avis 
 
26. It was our parliaments that ratified and empowered the Treaty of the European 
Coal and Steel Community. But these Parliaments… ratified the Treaty for a 
particular purpose and a clearly defined mission, i.e., control over… a common 
market for coal and steel. Our parliaments have not entrusted us with any other 
purpose. And here now, these six ministers… have charged us with a very different 
mission, passing over the will of our respective Parliaments, and without them being 
able to even express their opinion 
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27. Le jour où nos Parlements l'auront voté, cet article fera loi; mais, aujourd'hui, il faut bien 
reconnaître en toute objectivité que la décision des ministres revient à donner effet à cet 
article 38 avant même qu'il ait passé par l'épreuve de son adoption par les Parlements  
 
27. The day our parliaments vote upon and ratify the EDC Treaty it will become law. 
But until this time, we must acknowledge that the ministers of the Council are 
instructing us on the basis of an article in a treaty that is yet to meet the test of our 
parliaments 
 
28. je ne puis que vous mettre en garde sur le peu de valeur du travail qui serait fait et sur le 
danger que cela présenterait pour les parlements nationaux, susceptibles, à juste titre, sans 
oublier les très graves objections que le contenu de ce projet provoque en bien des esprits  
 
28. I feel obliged to warn you how little value this process will deliver, and the great 
harm it might do our national parliaments by their being overlooked. Not to mention 
the serious objections this project provokes in public minds 
 
29. Les Parlements nationaux ne sont dépossédés d'aucun des droits qui leur appartiennent 
d'après leur constitution, et véritablement c'est une mauvaise querelle que de voir dans cette 
communication de M. Adenauer un attentat aux souverainetés nationales  
 
29. National parliaments are not dispossessed of any of their constitutional rights, and 
it is quite unreasonable read into Mr. Adenauer’s communication some kind of attack 
on national sovereignty 
 
30. même s'il s'agissait d'une tâche étrangère au Traité, cette Assemblée aurait l'autorité et la 
souveraineté pour assumer une telle tâche 
 
30. even if the proposed task was outside the mandate of the Treaty, we nonetheless 
possess the authority, premised upon our sovereignty, to pursue such a task 
 
31. qu’elle contredit le sens et le but de notre Assemblée comme première assemblée 
supranationale 
 
31. contradicts the meaning and purpose of our Assembly as the first supranational 
assembly 
 
32. En effet, ce sont ces Parlements qui nous ont envoyés ici, justement pour résoudre des 
problèmes étroitement liés aux questions économiques et au préambule du Traité 
 
32. Indeed, these Parliaments sent us here specifically to solve problems arising from 
economic issues and the preamble of the Treaty 
 
33. Mais il ressort clairement du Traité, plus précisément du préambule, que 
l'accomplissement de cette tâche répond au sens vrai, au sens le plus profond de tout l'objectif 
du Traité 
 
33. However, what is clear from the Treaty, and in particular from its preamble, is 
that the accomplishment of this task corresponds to the true meaning, indeed the 
deepest sense and whole purpose of the Treaty itself 
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34. je pense que ce problème inhérent et lié logiquement, dirai-je, à celui dont l'Assemblée 
tire son origine, constitue un problème dont la solution pourra être également celle de 
nombreuses inconnues du Plan Schuman luimême  
 
34. I think that the problem is inherent to and logically linked with the source of our 
Assembly, which constitutes a problem arising from the many unknowns of the 
Schuman Plan itself 
 
35. un mandat précis donné par nos six gouvernements à une Assemblée parlementaire pour 
élaborer un projet de traité instituant une communauté politique européenne  
 
35. a specific mandate provided by our six governments to a Parliamentary Assembly 
to develop a draft treaty establishing a European political community 
 
36. La décision des six gouvernements s'inspire très exactement et presque dans le détail de la 
recommandation no. 14… Je pense que la procédure finalement adoptee par les six 
gouvernements pour préparer le pacte fédéral ou confédéral est bonne  
 
36. The proposal of the six governments is inspired by, and flows very precisely from, 
resolution 14 ... I think that the final proposal suggested by the six governments to 
prepare a federal or confederal union is sound 
 
37. L’Europe progressera non par la précipitation, mais par l'observation des règles qui ont été 
formulées dans cette première étape 
 
37. Europe will not become a reality by acting rashly but instead by observing the 
rules accorded to us in this first stage 
 
38. Je pense surtout, et je ne dis pas ces choses sans une certaine émotion, que retarder de 
quinze jours, de trois semaines, d'un mois ou de six mois, sous prétexte d'arguties juridiques, 
l'établissement du traité instituant une communauté politique européenne, ce serait prendre 
une responsabilité redoutable  
 
38. Most importantly, and this I say in the strongest terms, to delay the establishment 
of a European political community by fifteen days, three weeks, one month or six, 
merely on the basis of some legal quibbling, would be a travesty 
 
 
39. Nous attendons depuis quatre ans. Enfin, nous avons le moyen de faire prévaloir notre 
volonté commune… Pas de procédure! De l'action: un texte et une constitution!  
 
39. We have been waiting for four years. Finally, we have the capacity to make our 
will a reality… No more procedures! To action: a treaty and a constitution! 
 
 
 
 
